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REPLY TO SAINT Louls OFFICE

August 1, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Ms. Susan Pastor

Community Relations Coordinator
Office of Public Affairs (P-19J)
USEPA, Region V

77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, IL 60604

RE: NL Industries/Taracorp Superfund Site,
Granite City, Illinois ~

Supplement to the Administrative Record
Dear Ms. Pastor:

These documents are submitted for inclusion in the
Administrative Record for the NL Industries/Taracorp Superfund
Site in Granite City, Illinois by AlliedSignal, Inc., AT&T Corp.,
Exide Corporation, Gould, Inc., Johnson Controls, Inc., and
NL Industries, Inc. The following documents are attached to this
letter as a supplement to the Administrative Record:

1. 4/19/95 SUPERFUND REPORT, "House Letter on EPA
Lead-in-Soil Policy".

2. 5/18/95 U.S. EPA letter from Elliott P. Laws to
Representative Billey forwarding, "Response to Issues
Raised by the Subcommittee on Commerce, Trade and
Hazardous Materials in March 30, 1995 Letter".

3. Testimony of Craig A. Tarpoff before the Subcommittee
on Commerce, Trade, and Hazardous Materials on
May 23, 1995.

4. 5/24/95 Granite City Journal, "Tarpoff tells Congress

EPA lead policies faulty". qo “_ 3-608A

S. 5/24/95 BNA, "EPA Offers Draft of Long-Awaited Study on
Lead to House Superfund Subcommittee".
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Testimony of Craig A. Tarpoff before the Subcommittee
on Commerce, Trade, and Hazardous Materials on
June 21, 1995.

6/21/95 Granite City Journal, "Tarpoff: EPA policies
harmful®.

4/4/95 PEDIATRICS, " Survey of Lead Exposure Around a
Closed Lead Smelter", by R. Kimbrough, M. LeVois,
D. Webb.

5/23/95 Statement of Timothy Fields, Jr. Deputy
Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response U.S.EPA, Before the Committee on
Commerce, Subcommittee on Commerce, Trade and
Hazardous Materials U.S. House of Representatives.

Very truly yours,

By é&(/%‘%

Louis F. Bonacorsi

By
s . Nagsif

By Lz 2.

Dennis Reif #7

Enclosures
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15.0 to 3.6 micrograms per deciliter between 1976 and 1991. During the same period. the mean blood lead leve! in the
overal] population dropped 78 percent from 12.8 to 2.8 micrograms per deciliter, the fetter says.

House Letter on EPA Lead-in-Soil Poficy

The Honoeable Carol Erowner
Administrator
(U.S. Eavironmental Pratection Agency
401 M Street S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20410
March 30, 1993
Dear Administrator Browner:

During the Subcommitize on Cormumerce, Trade and
Hazardous Maerials Superfund heariag on March 16, 1995 you
were asked questions concarning the Environmemal Protection
Agency's lead in 30il policy as it relates to Superfund clemnups. We
were distributed to learn that a final integrated technical feport has
nat been cormpleted for EPA ‘s $15 million “Three City Load Study™
which was initisted in 1987. and that the dats used w prepare a July
1993 draft integrated repont has not been made available to iseer-
ested parties. Furthermore, we are concerned generally with EPA’s
Superfund lead in %0il policy. Based on current remedy seloction
policies, EPA often seems to prefer soil removal down 10 artificially
low levels (¢.g., S00 parus per million to 1000 parts per million
(ppma)) asa cleanup remedy a1 sites ovvol ving Jead in soils. Asyou lmow,
lond isa contaminan & more "han one-third of Tisted Superfund sites. A
mamber of these Sites are considersd lange by Superfund sandands and
therefore involve millions of cubic yards of soil.

ftis our undersanding that in two of the citles studied in
the “Three City Lead Study ™ no evidence was found 1% prove that
s0i} sbatement reduced blood lead levels in children. In the third
city. there was oniy » small decline in blood Jcad levels of childres
after soil abeternent. The study researchers reporntad in the Journal
of the American Medical Association that at most they had found
“very modest declines in children’s blood lead levels™ md that
“reduction of this size would not carry substantfal clinical and
public peaith benefits.”

We further uncerstaad that EPA, in its Section 403
guidance for large residenta) soils, recommends 5000 ppm a3 the
level for soil sbatement iz aress where children are likaly to be
present. In s Superfund guidance on Jead in soils, however, EPA
recommends 400 ppm as a jead 30if scTeening level. The 400 ppm
Superfund lead s0il screening level is based on a model (the
lategraed Exposure Uptake Biokenetic Model), the most recent
version of which has not yet been completely validsted using
empirical data nmicowide. We undersand that EPA wees this
model, which relies 0n s number of defuaht values, in liew of achual
biood lead data to predict the blood lead [cvely of children living in
and near Superfund sites. Furthermore, in EPA’s Decernber 1994
draft revised soil screening guidance the 400 ppm scresning levet
has been turned into a pecliminary remedistion goal. AN of this is
occurring while the Naticaal Health and Nutrition Examination
Survey (NHANES ([T) shows that the mean blood lead levels for
children ages 1-3 dropped 76 percent, from 15.010 3.6 micro grams
pex deciliter, berween | 97 and 1991. During this sume time period
the mean blood lead leve! in the ovenall popuiation dropped T8
perceny, from 12.8 0 2.8 micrograms per deciliter.

We are concerncd that e approach EPA is taking in its
lead soil policy is resulting in the Agency requiring cieanup of lead-
containing souls xt Superfund sites 1 levels that are not justified by
the real risks 1o human bealth, Many of the areas in which these
overly stringent cleanup ‘evels are either proposed or required

object (o EPA disrupting these iocal communities. They particu-
larty object to the havoc wreaked by EPA disrupting these locai
communilies. They pasticularly object to the havoc wresked by
EPA requirements when the blood lead levels in these areas are wel)
below the Centers for Disease Control's level of cancemn. EPA is
well aware of the public outcry ic arcas such as Aspes and
Leadville, Colorado and Triumph, [dabo. EPA's Superfund lead
soil policy is an exampic ofbow the use of models that are not based
oo real world data and do not take im0 accoumt site-specific
conditions forces the most costly cleanup remedy (Le., the removal
ofhuge volumes of soil) without commensursts measurable beaefit
10 buman health in terms of actual risk reduction. In addition,
remaving the lead-containing soil itself often poses bealth risics to
the local community and the workers during insplementation of the
20l abetement activity.

The Committee on Comxnerce and the full House have
recently approved HR. 1022, the “Risk Amesmment and Cost-
Benefit Anlysis Act of 1995, which requires risk assemments and
cost-benefit analyscs to be conducted before salecting & cleanup
plan at Superfimd sites. In additica, the Coramittee is in the process
of reviewing the current Superfund program and evaluating revi-
sions to thal satuts in the resuthorization procass. Superfund's
resuthorization and H.R. 1022, to some oxent, will eddress our
conceras with EPA’s lead in 30ils policy. However, the focal
communities cannot wait watil these bills are caacted into law. The
Agency must take affirmative steps aow 10 address the coacemns of
tbese communities. Therefore, we are requesting that EPA comply
wnhblhmnqm

1) lead-contining soil abasements a1 Natioaal Priority
List (NPL) and non-NPL sites should not proceed mless s site
ecific risk wmessment is conductsd aad considered when deter-
mining the cleanup level and the remedy;

2) 2 cost-benefit analysis should be conducted & these sites
and remedics should be selected that justify the ramediation costs;

3) the Agency should provide the Committoe with s date
by which the final integrated “Three City Lead Study” report will
be completed;

4) the Agency sbouid release the deta on which the final
integrated report will be besed aad provide an sppropriste period of
time for public review and comment on the data and the report prior
10 finalization; and

5) the Agency should provide the Committes with a list
of all NPL and noo-NPL sites af which abgiement of lead-conmin-
ing s0il below S000 ppm has been required or propased.

Thank you for your sssistance io this mater. We would
appreciste your response to thess requests by April 21, 1998,

Best regards. :

Sincerely.
Thoemas J. Bliley, Ji. (R-VA)
Dan Schaefer (R-CO)
Mike Oxley R-OH)
Mike Crapo (R-ID)

SUPERPUND REPORT - Aorii 16, 1006
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CI'PICE OF
SCRR) WASTE AND EMERGEN Y
RESPONSC

The Hodorekle Thomas J. Bliley, Jr.
Chairman

Committes on Commerca
House of Representatives
. Washington, D.C. 20315-6115

Dear Mr. Chairman:
Thank you for your March 30, 1995, lertar to Administtor Carol Browner
requesling information os EPA's soil lead policy. [ am enclosing matarials

io address the questions thay you have asked as a follow up to the March 16
hearing of the Subcommittee on Commerce, Trade and Hazardous Materials.

We hope these answers assist in arifying Superfund soil load activitics,

/Sjnccre!y /)
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Response (o Issnes Raieed by the Subcommittee on Commerce,
Trade and Hazardous Materials in March 30, 1995, Letter

1) Superfuad's Approach v Addressing Soil 1.ead Contaminatiua

One of th2 primary reasuns for issuing the Revised Interim Soil Lead Guidana: for CERCLA
Sites and RCRA Cormrective Action Facilities (OSWER Diresitive 9355.4-12) iz that EPA
belizves that the past soil lead directive (which recommends cleanup at levels ranging berween
500 and 1070 ppm iead in soil} no konger reflects our best understanding of the risks associatiy)
with lcac. ‘The recent sl lead direciive, published on Tuiy 14, 1994, recommends the use of the
Integrated Exposure Uptake Bivkinatic (IEUBK) Model to assess the risks to children of
¢nvironmental lead  The model iz designed to consider site-specific information in estimating
the contributiou of different enviconmental sourcas of lead to the ovcrall blood lead leved(s) in
children. The model uses site-spocific data nick as environmental lend lovals in sait, witer, and
air as well a5 information on (he children exposed (e.g., 2gc). Suparfund applies the Model ona
nte-specific basis, although some parameturs, for example, thos® applying to the typical diet of 2
child, ere based on dawa from a larger segmem of'the population. Therefore, validation efforts in
Superfund h.ve focused o site-specific application of the nipdel.

2) Azency Soil Lead Guidance Issued in July of 1994

EPA issued oo guidance in July of 1994 thay sddressed soil lead contamunation The
OSWER puidance, cited above, recommends a risk-based screenug level of 400 ppm for lead in
sail for resident:al land use, describes how to develop site-specific preliminary remediation goals
or melia cleawp standords at Superfund and RCRA sitas, #ud describes 2 plan for soil lesd
cleanup 4! Superfund and RCRA sites tht have multiple sources of lead. 1he OSWER guidusice
recammends usiag the IEUBK Model for evaluating polcatial risks o humans from
environmenta. exposures to icad 3L hazardous waste Sites in residential settings. The other
flidence (Agency Cruidance on Regidential Lead-Based Pamt, Lead-Contaminated Dust, and
Laod-Contaminated Soil, OPETS, July 14, 1994), which was issued by the Office oof Prevention,
Pesticides, anc Toxic Substancas (OPPTS), is designed to encourage activitics 1o reduce lead-
based paiik harards. including dast and sail, at some of 1hy nanion's most comamninated
restdential pro serties (Tide IV, Section 403 of the Toxic Substances Control Act, Title X of the
Hausing and Commuaity Develypment Act). Bath gutdance are intended to prarece children in
residential sett gy, and Duth identify 400 ppm as the soil Ll level below which no further
action or stiidy would gengrally be needed. The QPP TS guidaunoce descritws a set of patioawide
ranges 51 501l z:ad levels (4C0-2000 pprm, 2000-5000 ppm, and >SO0C ppm) that are tied to
rerommendatic ns for intenm conuols The QPPTS guidance docuntents emphasizes that these
levels are nat ¢ =anup levels, and they ase not risk based and cannot be used for site-specidc
cleanup luvels

-
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3) Use of Kiood Lead bata

The OSWER ditective released last summer (cited above) recommends the use of all available
duta, including blood lead ata, in assesung lead relaied rigks associated with 1 sice. While data
srom wellwonducted blood lead studies can be useful, they must be evaluated carefully, Blood
fead measurerents may be misieading as to the ivad-related risks posed by u fite when
mesasurernents are Laken from a small sample sizc Or 2t ¢ time Lhat does not represant exposure
that will be experieniced by a child For example, the contribution of outdoor sil lead to blood
lead will be lcwer if a child dues nat come info contact with that outdoor soil lead such 3 in a
snow coverec yard. EPA's Science Advisory Board has asserted that site residents may
temmpararily modify their behavior (e.g., wash their children's hands innre frequenily) whenever
public attention 1s drawn te a site. In such cases, this behavior could mask the true magnitude of
patential risk at a site and lead to only temporary 1riuctions in the blood lead levels of children.
The [EUBK Model alzo assists in identifying other sources of envirunmentsl lead that may pose
2 risk to chilaren, such ay paint. This is especiaily important because other sources of lead, such
as pzinl, may provide a sigmcant contribuzion to lead exporure at a site. The Interim Soil Lead
Directive specifies that when othe; significam sources of environmental lead are identified.
appropriate steps should be takus:  In the case of paint that is posing a threat to children, EPA is
swkcing to work with ather appropriate groups, such as the 1)epartment of Elousing and Urhen
Developmen, to address the ather sourcas of lead.

A} Three Cities Lead Study

Several statements on the ' Thre: Cities Lead Study"” warrane clarification.
The Urban Soil Luad Abatement Demonstration Praject (“Three Cities Lend Study™) has been
reviewed in 1 number of pubiic forumas nnd published in diaft reports that are available o the
public and ir: two sciemific papers. However, additional requests
for analyses by peer reviewers, affiliated with academia and siate and feders) apencicy, have
resultad in additional reviews that have delaved the publication of the final combined report.
The scheduls for its completion is discusced below.

Althaugh the study has not complered final peer roviewr, the resuhs to date demonstrate 8
redstionship betwoen elevated 20il lead Jevely and eléevated biood lead levels and are contistent
with EPA’s surrent guidancy that soil leveia below the qurrent screening level o€ 400 ppm (the
ieve. below which further study or action is generally not warrantud) are unlikely to present a
hea'th risk to children. L Boston, where preabateinent lead lavels in soil were grestest and
avera;ad approximately 2500 ppm, the impact of soil feud reductions on he-ce Just could be
measured een atter | year when lead-based paint was also gtabilized; and ~von greater
reductions in blood lead concentrations were found 2 years after the ¢riginal 8oil abatanent. The
combined rusaits from b ... phasus of the study suggesttbat & soil lead reduction of 2060 ppLT: is
associated with a 2 25 10 2.70 ua/dl decling in mean blood lead level, or 2 duorease of 1.1-1.3
wg/di par 1900 ppm reduciion in soit lead concercration. Furthermute, the low levels of soil
recontamiration | 10 Z years after abatement indicate that imarvemtion is persistent.  In
Daltimore 1nd Cincinnati, where most preabatement soil lead levels were close 10 the Superfund
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screcning ievel and linear regression methods of statissical anslysis were used, the individual
studies did not identify a relationship beteroen reductions iu soi} lead and reductions in bluod
lsad in urban ceighborhoads where soil lead levels originally averaged around 500 ppm.
Reanalysis by EPA using different statistical method's, however, found that reductions of lead
house dust in sach city produced corresponding reductions in blond lead, a relationship that 15
congifeent wit s findings in Bostoun.

EPA has preliminarily interpreted the rusuits of the study 10 indicato that interruption of the
pathweys by which children are exposed 10 dust produsces a redyction in blood (ead leweds.
Abatement of lvad-contaminut2d soil in areas with higher soil concentration is associated with
declines in blcod iead levals. In those areas with 20:! lead Jevels cluse to the Superfund
screening lcvel, the relationship between reductions in s0il lead jevels and raductions in blood
lead levels w»3 not idenufied, althouph a reiationship between rituction in dust Jesd levels and
reduction in blood lend levels were preliminasily indicated. Moreover, the study demonstrates »
relationship tetween clovated soil lead levels and clevated blood lead levels and suggests that
sotl ead Teve s below the current. screening level are unlilcaly to present 1 heafth nisk to children.
Until EFA hes completed peer review, these inltrpretations should be convidered preliminury.

§) NHANES 11 Trends in Blood Lead Levels

As noted, the National Heakh and Nutrition Fxaminatian Survey (NHANES 1) shows a
dramatic durrease in mcan blood lead jevels in the U S. populatian between 1976 and 1991,
Although the decling 3n mean blood lead Jevels is-probably aitributable to the removal of fead
from gasoline and from soldered cans, exposure to lead at ikevels that may adversely affact the
heatth of children remains a problem amang selected subyroups of the populaton. The OSWER
putidance is designed 10 address these problwas. .

6) Apparen: Designatian of 400 pptﬁ 83 8 Prelimimary Remediation Ctal
Finally, EPA’s Decunber, 1994 draft revised soil screening guidance refers 10 the 400 ppm

screening icvel as a preliminary remediation goal. This statenient is an error 1Mt was discovured
afte; the draft documen had gune to press, and it will be cotrected in the fimal docyment.
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Response to Followup made by the Subcommittee on Commerce:
Trade and Hazardous Materials in March 30, 1995, 1etter

Requcst | Lead: conuining 01l abarenents at National Priorities List (NP!.) and non-NPL
sties should Aot proceed unless 4 site specific risk asscasment is conducted and
considered when determining the cleanup leve! and the remedy.

It is our normal practice ta cmploy a site specific risk assessment foc NPL sites that may
require soil abatemen:. The risk assessment is part. of the remedial investigation, which is issued
for public review and comment, {nformation suppc.ting & proposed-Record of Decision (ROD),
which outlines the clewiup to be undertakes, inchades cost and feasibility information. Most
removal astioas, which include non-NPL sires, target cemoval levels between S00 and 2,000
ppm. While removal sctioas do not undergo 3 desailed risk assessmernt, EPA typueally seeks the
advice of ATSDR in order to ensure thut immediate public health anpacts will be addressed by
the removal action.

Request 2 A cost benefit analysis should b¢ conducted At these sites and rometies should be
selectet that justify the remediation costs.

EPA is exploring approaches to the incorporation of cost beywdit analvses into its
detizion-making process fo3 Superfund gites. In order 1o fully capture benefits of haalth risks at
siees. additions! work is needed 1o reasonably quantify the benefity of raducing: heaith and
enviranmental risks. For vxample, lead is known 10 bave a hyman health impact on children that
play around Supertund sites. Bur, quantifying the benefits (¢.g., how car we reasonably quantify
the loss of i telligence agsociated wich lead expasure for a child?) is extremety difficul

Com waxrrently is one of the nine key eriteria considerad in the Superfund rewedy
selection ptocess defined in the Nationa! Contingency Plan (NCP). In addition, the Superfund
law requires that remediss sclected be coat-affective. Cust-effectivencss is determined by
balancing several factors critical to a successful cleanur: 1) the jong-1erm effectivensss and
permunence afforded by the remedy; 2) the extent to wivech the remedy reduces the toxicity,
mability, or volume of the substances through treatment; 3) the shart-term effectiveness of the
remedy; and 4} the cost of the remedy. *A remedy shuil be cost. effective if its costs are
proportioral 1o ts Qverals cffectiveness” (NCP § 360.430(F)(1 HEXD)) We use the above factors
10 help ua identify the: most effective remedy at the least cost.

Last fal), during the Superfund Reauthorization debate, the Admusistratiun cndorsed 2n
approzch that would bave rep .sed the surrent manduicip "atiize pecmanent solutions ard
treatment 16chmologies 1o the mucimum extent practicable” with a cal! for remedies which
“afford Irng-term toliability at reasonable cost." "Reasonsbleness of comt” was progmsed s one
of five fastors for remedy selection, alony with effectiveness, iong-term reliatidity, short-term
risks fror implementation. and acceptability to the vommunity.

4
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EPA is interssted in improving the rigar with which costs are considered in the
Superfund remedy selection process, especially as the tools for measuring and quantifying
benefits are {urther developel. Tools tu quaamtify both costs and benefits for cancer and
noncaucer health effects as well as voological impacts of abandoned wasie disposal sites nead
further development. We expect to 'mcoiyomc cost-benelit findings uito aur renedy decision-
making in the future. Given the diversity of views on this subject as the current time and the lack
o( available :vols, however, we believe it would be premature t require cost-benefit anaiyses on
A site-spenific basis,

Request 3 The Agency should p. svide the Cor.umittee with a date by which the fina)
integrated “Three Cities 1. ead Study” report will be completed

The >veninal publication of the final “Three Cities Lead Study” is being, managed by
EPA's Ofbcs of Research and Development (ORD). We have worked with ORY) in candensing
the schedule 26 much as possible while including the necessary peer review steps. External pesc
is ongoing 1M responsé to peer 1cview comments, the ORD staff is curvently conducting further
analyses of the Three Cities stily, which it expects Lo completain August, 1995, The repcrt will
be made finz2l after completion of the pes1 review process. [f the peer review results mao
additional need for analyses, the report will be relcused in final form in January, 1996.

Request 4 The Agency should releasc the date on which the fina! Uttegrated roport will be
based and provide an apprapriate period of time for public review and comment
on the data and the repart prior to finaiization

Whil: wpidemiocloxy studics unually ropn;'! scisntiic analyzes of the dea -wthout
relcasing the duta base frous which the analyses arc drawn, EPA intends to relerse to the brnader
_ yctentific coinmunity te: data base associated with the “Three Cities Lead Study” either
concurrent vith the publication of the combined report or shortly thereafter  Confidentiality
considerations will require that some of the data be mesked. The daza and anelyyes based on the
data are currently in the peer review process. Release of the data base following completion of
the combined 1cpor. will improve the ability of reviewers to carry out independent analyses by
which to judie the scientific soundness of findings in the fina) report.

Request § The Agency should providé the C.." mittee with a list of all NPL and non-NPIL.
sites #r which abaicment of lesd-containing soil below 5600 ppm Fas been
requirad or proposed.

In order Lo provide & timely responae 1o this quc;.mn, EPA bes deawn upon readily
available sci rces of data, which have not undergone A rigorous réview EPA Headquaricrd does
rot maintain 2 list of either NPL or non-NPL sites for which lcad abatemcnt is proposa:d. Table 1
fints sites at ‘shich EPA believes abatement of lead-contuning soil bulow 5.000 ppm has been

(¥ 1
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required. Tuble 1 lists sites reporting lead as a soil contaniinant in Records of Decisions
(ROD's) tuwough Fiscal Year 1993, Because efforts to reduce lezd ¢xposure typically have
targeted lovels below 5,000 ppm, the attached listing of pitas encormpasses all sites that have
targeted 122d as a contaminant to be 4ddressed. These cleanup jovels were determined priar to
the tssusnice of the OSWER il lead directive in 1994 Tt should also be noted thed the listing of
lead 13 2 comaminarm ideruified in the ROD does not mean that iead was the chemical that drove
the ¢lsanup levels. Othur chemicals present at the site may have triggered the cleanup actions.
Table 2 lists non-NPL sites where lead removal actions have taken place. Silcs with multiple
chermicals th2t may have formed the basis fur cleanup have not been mcluded in Table 2.
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Table 1. NPL Sites with Lead in Soil as_Ideaified by s ROD
Region Site Name

‘Brunswick Nava] Air Station (Operable Usit 1), ME

Industri-plex. MA

1
I'Brunswick Naval Air Station (Operabls Unit 4), ME
{
]

New Bedford, MA

}{Newport Naval Educstion/Trainiug Center, RI

{:Nyanza Chemical Waste Dump, MA

| N )

1Nyanza Chemical Waste Dggp. MA_

I}O’Cmnor. ME

s 113:3 Air National Gaurd/Camp Edward, MA

1{Pease Air Force Base (Operable Unit 1).NH .

'PSC Resources, MA

Saco Tansery Waxte: Pits, MB

ot § omed | Pt

Salem Acres, MA

Suresim Chamical, MA

Sullivan's Ledge, MA

Uniop Chemical, ME

Wells G&H. MA

Yawarski Waste Lagoon, CT.

Amcngcan Cyagamid, NJ

American Thermostat, NY

Applied Eovironmental Services, NY~
Bumt Iy Bog, NI '

Tiurne Fly Bog, NJ

C & J Disposal, NY

Cirenitron, NY

sl o b o o o Tro T e b o [

Claremont Polycheruical, NY

(‘laremont Polychemical, NY_

LA

Cosden Chemical Coatings, NJ

JClircio Scrap Metal, NJ

- - - ma—

£y oy

DeRewal Chemical, NJ

2|Endicott Village Weli Field NY .

“FAA Techaicul Center, NI

Py
R

~|Facet Enterprises, NY

2Fipers Public Supply Wells, PR

2/FMC-Dublin Roed, NY

Page |
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(ienzale Platigg NY

Glen Ridge Radium, NJ

Global Landfill, NJ

Hartal Landfill, NY

Imperial Oil/Champion Chemicals, NJ

Industriad L atex, NJ

Johnstown CCiry Lagdfill, NY

Juncos Landfill, PR

Kl of Prussia, NJ

Mettiace Petrochemicals, NY

Mattiaoc Petrochemicals, NY

Melaltec/Aerosystems, NJ

Moutclai/Weat Ormoge Radivm, NJ

Myers Property, NJ

0 i 10D 16 10 0D 1R 0 10 N D 10 0D 16D J0s

Nascolite, NJ

Naval Air ngineering Center (Operable Unit L1), NJ

Naval Air Engineering Ceoter (Oparable Unit 13). NJ

Naval Air Bnginvering Center (QU?2), NJ

Naval Aic Engincering Center (OU4). NJ

Niagara County Refuse, NY

NL Industcics, NJ

North $¢a Municipal Landfill, NY

Pasley Solvents & Chemical, NY

Plat:shurgh Air Bores Base (Opemble Unit 2), NY

By b (D LS Jher { B (0D J6d jET [T

Prefecred Plaging, NY

Reynolds Metals, NY

Ringwood Mines/Landfill, N

Rucbling Steel, NJ

Rocbliny Steel. NJ

1od [0 b d0e 1t

" ywe industries Gruvadwater Couta~ ‘nation, NY

zScieaufic Chemical Processing, INJ

¢

i3

Sealand Restoration, NY

Sinclair Refinery, NY -

|
1

vl ity

SME [ostrements, NY

raolvent Savers, NY

tJ

Swopc Oil & Chemical, NJ

L

]

Syneon Resios, NJ

April 18, 19¢
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Vestal Water Supply 1-1, NY

Waldick Acrospace Devices, NJ

_ 4 Warwick Laudfill, NY
2|Woodlagd Township Route §32, NJ

Woodland Township Reate 72, NJ

)

Abcx Corp, VA

Ammowhead Associntes/Scovill, VA

Hradhead Creel:, PA

Brown's Battery Breaking, PA

Brown's Battery Breaking, PA

C & D Reevudiag, PA

C & R Battery, VA

Dauglassville Disposal, PA

Dover Air Foree Base, DE

Eastern Diversified Metals, PA

E.I. Du Pont DE P

Tirst Pisdmaont Quarry 719,'VA

Hebelka Auto Salvage Ym'ng
Hranica Landfill, PA :

Hunterstown Road, PA ' l

Industris} Drive, FA '

Keystone Sunitation Landfill, PA

Liadane Dump, PA

McAdoo Associates, PA I

IMW Maaufacnining, PA - |

Moduxn Sapitation [.andfill, EA

MW Manufscturing, PA

Novak Sanitary Laadlill, PA :

0l City of York Landfill, PA

Ordnance Warks Disposal Areas, WV

Oshome Landfill, PA

Taylor Borough Dunp, PA '

Tonoly, Pa . s’

{USA Aberdeen. Michsclsville, MD

Walsh Landfill, PA

Abcideen Pesticide Dumps !Mggdmcnt). NC

Arnl 1R 1498

Apdce Chemical, FL :

Page 3
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—

4lA.labanu Army Ammunition Plant AL

Anodyne, FL

4|Denfield Industrics, NC

4|Bypass 601 Graundwater Contaminazion (Ameadment), NC

5 601 Groundwarer Contaminatioo, NC

+{Bypass 601 Groundwatec Contamination, NC

4JCmLma Transformet, NC

4|Carrier Air Conditioning, 1N

4lCednmwm Industries, GA

_d|CelanesusShelty Fibers Operatioos, NC

4/Ciber-Oeigy (Mlniosh Plant), AL

4|Davie Landfill. L.

Distler Brickyurd, KY

Distier Farm, KY.

Elmore Waste Disposal, SC

3

Firestone Tirc & Rubber (Albany Plant), GA

Floridu Sieel, FL

Fowood, MS

St it 12l lels

P~

Geiger (C & M Oil) (Amendment), SC

ger (C & M OIl), SC

+Gold Coust OiL H.

+ e

IGoiden Strip Sepeic Tank, SC

Hercules 009 LandRll, GA -

Interatate Lead (ILCOY, AL

Jadco-Hughes. NC

Kalaroa Speciaity, SC

Kassou[-mrﬁu_Bmm' Disposal, FL

Kassouf-Kimediag Battery Disposal, FL

Lewisburg Dump. TN

Magine Corp Logistins Base. GA

Mathis Brothers Landfill (South Marhle Top Road), GA

Maxev flats Nuclear Disposal, KY

Newsom B, .urs/Old Reichhuld Chemigahs, MS

Peak ()il/Bav Drom (Qperable Ueit 1), FL

0-0-4-»_#5*4—&-{-&&-‘-8—3-

Peak Oil/Bay Diwin (Operable Unit 3). FL

3 Peppers Steel & Alloys, FL

1IPicketrville Road Landfill, F1.

April 18, 1965
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ill’ottcr s Septic Tank Servics Pits, NC

¥ Reeves Southeasiem Galvaniriag (Operahie Unit 1), Hl.

T fSapp Banery Suvage, FL

Savannah River (tISDOEXOperable Unit 1), SC

Savanaah River (USDOEYOperable Umt , SC

Schuylkill Metal, FL

Siaty-second Street Dump, FL

Saoith's Farm Brooks (Amendment), KY

Smith's Farm Brooks, KY -
Smith’s Farm Brooks, KY - L ' '

Staodard Auto Buwmper, FL '

I I T P T R C Y fyy

ower Chemical, FI, i

USAF Robins '\u-Fom M GA |

Whitehouse Waste Ol Pits M&nt} FL

I3 . o
on Vaa g qm

Wrigley Charcoal, TN - ' .

4|Zeltwood Groundwater Contarninarion (Amcndm I‘u

(3
-~

2.
o~

jAcme Salvent Rochmun& IL . l

! 5|American Chemical Servides, IN _ | '
| ferson Developmeat, MI b

I3
L

Ascanum Irou & Metal, OH L .

12

ijArrowbead Refinery, MN o L
5lamo fon Chemicals, MI ' :

i'Belvidere Municipal Landfill #1, IL

'_“,]l

_SjBeriin & Favo, MI

5Big D Campground OH |

§Bower's Landfill, OH

' Buckeye Reclumation, OI

rs
2]

Burrows Hanitation, MI

s [Butterworth #2 Landfill, M)

< Ryrc 1 Salvapge Yard, [L

:";‘L';mnellon Industries, Ml

:i"Cmcr Tndustriats, MI

3 Chem-Ceptral, MI f —
:'City Disposal Sanitary Landfill. W)
\___ .|Dakaue Sanitary Landfill, M.N
s|Electravoice. MT
L a

Fadrowski Drum Disposal, Wi

Anr (R 150
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5|Fulisertsraa Refuse, MI

3/G & H Land(ill, Ml

"]H_a'gg Farm, W1

_J|Himco Dunip, IN

.

Browu Company, M1 ML

JlKohlcr Landfill, W1

- ptgékgbszoM&MLandﬁlUN
3{Laskin/Popiar Qil, OH

5
5[2@39 Landfill, W1
5lLiquid Disposal, Ml

Master Disposal Service Landfill, Wi

Miami County Incinerator, OH

otor Wheel, M1

'.J". (. LN !J'. K

ew Brighton/Ardcn Bills {TCAAP). MN

3 NL Industries Taracorp Lead Smelt, IL

NL larmeoldmAuto,M.N

v N

5{Onalaska Muicipal deﬁh, wx

5'Pagel's Pit, I

Peeriess Plating. Ml

Powell Rosd Landfill, OH

R AL

Pristine (AmeudmenMHl .

G'Rasmussen's Dump, M

5'Rose Township Dump, MI

[Rase Towaship (Ameadmeat), MI

%

angamo Duinp/Crab Orchard NWR (USDOD). IL

Sanpgamo Dump/Crab Orchard NWR (USDOD), IL

Schmalz Dump. WI

Seyuwur Recycliag, IN

Skinner Landfil), OH

South Andover (Operable Unit 2}, MN

Spickler Landfili, W1 -

Spiegelbrg Landfill, MI

‘.flj\d! 1ay i,g_ (PSSR ¥ S VY

Springficld Township Dutup, M1

>:Suu:mt National I iquid Disposal Service, OH

L 5 Ebcmto Cbem. Ml

annl 18, 1904
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Torch Lake (Operuble Units 1 and 3), MI

Unitad Scrap Lead, OH

Universicy of Minoesota (Rosssount Research Center), MN

Velsicol Chemical (lllinois), IL

AR

Wash King Lusndry, MI

Wayne Waste Oil, BN

Woodstock Municipal Landfill. TL

Zancsvyille Well Fivld, OH

B NI (VR LY LV NLY,)

Cul West Metuls, NM

Cimarroa Mining, NM

Cleveland Mill, NM

Double Eagle Refinery, UK.

W e w1

Fourth Sweet Abaadoucd Refinery, OK

Gulf Coast Vacuum Servioes (Operable tinit 1), LA

Guif Coast Vacuum Services (Operabte Unit 2), La

Atk L

MQOTCO. TX

LAY

MOTCO. TX

T
J

% Oklaboma Refining. OK

Petro-Cheinical (Turtle Bayou), TX

G-

o

Prewitt Abundoned Refinery, NM

Cherokee County, Kansas, KS

Duepke Disposal Holliday, KS

ET DuPoat De Nemouwrs (County Rd X23), [A

Fairfield Coal Gasificarion Plant, IA

Hastings Groundwater Contemioation (East Juiduseaial), NE

' . - - a b s
- D R - R

Juhn Deere (Dtumwa Works Landﬁll). !
IMoGraw Edison, TA : ’

Mid-Aluctica Tannioe, JIA

Midwest Manufactuding North Farm (OU 2)(Amem.mcm\ L

Midwest Manafacturing North fam - U J)(Amendment(), LA

A ¥ N .
-4 ~ ) v §

Midwest Manufacturipg/North Farmg, [A
__!'Northwestorn Statvs Poctland Ceanag, 1A
7iPester Refinery, KS ' e
T|Red Oak City Landfill, A
{

Shaw Avenue Dump, A

1. Weldon Spring Quarry/Plaat/Pite {USDUE), MO

1'White Farm Equipmeat Dump, 1A

Aorl 18 1797
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Broderick Wood Products (Amendment), CO

Broderick Wood Prudycts. CO

|

|
|

Denvee Radium (Operable Unit 81, CO

R 100 o>

Denvee Radium (<nerable Unit 9), CO

Bagie Mine, CO)

I

FAst dlelena, MT

Martin Marietts, Deaver Aetospace, co
Minot Landfill, ND )

Montana Pole and Try_u_nng

Monticello Mill Tailings (DOE), UT

Ogde=n Dufense Depot (Operabls Unit 1), UT

den Defease Dapot (Operablc Unit 4), UT

S O e Yo A QU3 LOD (L0 O

Portiand Cement (Kiln Dust #2 & #3) UT

jiRosky Flats Plant (USDOEXOperabie Unit 2), CO

]

u|Rocky Mountain Arsenal (Operable Unit 20), CO

&'Kocky Mountain Arscusl (Operabie Unit 28), CO

8'Sand Creek Industrial. CO

8/Sharon Steel Midvale Tailings) UT

8{Silv¢r Bow Creek/Butte Area, MT

&|Silver Bow Creel/Butle Area, MT

£{Smuggler Mouninin, CO

§iUtah Power &. Light/American Barre), LT

¢lAdvanced Micro Devices 901 (Signecics)(TRW Micio.), CA

‘:’EBcckman Instruments (Porterville). CA

€ Celtor Chemical Wuiks, CA

S'FMC (Fresno 1ant), CA

al

Hassayamps Landtill. AZ

Iron Mounrain Mine, CA

Jiblwyom Junkyard, CA

Lawrence livermore Nasenal Lab (USDOE), CA

Ligwd Goid Oil. CA

Logewiz Barrel & Doum, CA

DIy B N

McClellan Air Force Base, CA ._.'

MeColl. CA

JelL »]

Paific Coast Pipe Lines, CA

o{Purity Oil Sales, CA

$|Rbane-PouledcZoecon, CA

Anp' 1Y, 190¢
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A

Saaramento Army Jlepot (Operable Unit 4), CA

ASaczamento Amy Depat, CA

3

Sipnctics (AMD 901)(TRW Micrewave). CA

Ly

|Bangor Ordnance Disposal (USN Sub Base), WA

l .

Boageville Power Administpution Ross Compiex (USDOEXQUL), WA |

1

{

Bunker Hill Mining and Matallurgical Complex. ID

1J

Boaneville Power Administwration Roass Camplex (USDOEXOU2), WA |

Bunker Hill Mining and Metallurgical Complex, ID

L 3Comimencement Bay - Nearshoce/Tidaflats, WA

1)

Commeacement Bay - Nearshore/Tidsflats, WA

17

Commencement Bay - Nearshore/Tideflats, WA

1 HFore Lewis Lopistic Ceater, WA

i )Hanford 1100-Area (DOF), WA

)

Harbor Island.] cad, WA

1)

Joscph Forest Products, OR

1)
1)

Pacific Hide & Fur Recy¢ling (Amcpdment), 1D
Quexn Clty Farms, WA

L.

10

Tcledyne Wah Chang Albaay (TWCA), OR

12

1)

Umatilla Army Depot (Operable Unit 1), OR
Union Pacific Kailroad Yard, TD .

13

Westar: I'rocessing, WA

1)

12 Wyckoff/Eagle Flarbor, WA

Yakiwug Plating, WA .

Apnt 18, 1995
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SCory Nlli‘i'dl LSAD BATVIERY
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KABURG PLAYGROLN: SITE
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119604
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[ 2ol
[ 213 1)
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3623766 KiNG RcPTLNE
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TESTIMONY OF CRAIG A. TARPOFF

Co~Chalrman, Superfand Coslition Aguinst Misuasagement
Alderman, City of Granikts City, Miinots

BEFORE
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
COMMERCE, TRADE, AND BAZARDOUS MATERIALS

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Washington, DC
May 23, 1995

Intreduction

Mr. Chairin and members of the committee, my name is Craig A. Tarpoff. I wish to
thank you for this oppostunity t0 address the Supesfund Law and how it is burting the
eavironmeatal and eoonomic health of dozens of communities like mine. I am here before
you todsy as a representative of both the City of Granitc City, Illinois, in my capecity as
City Alderman, and as Co-Chairman of the Supecfund Coalition Against Mismanagement.

My town of Granite City bas the dublous distinction of being a Superfund community. It is
2 member of the Supedfind Coalition Agains Misnenagement, s nstional coalition of
Supecfand comnumities Jike Granite City which ere trying to rid themselves of the
Superfund burdea. I am also & member of the Socicty for Eavironmental Geochemistry and
Health and & past participant in disnission groups regarding the Department of Housing and
Utban Development’s lead-remediation policies. 1 was also peesent at Resesrch Trisngle
Park for EPA’s reloass and discussion of their $15 million "Three-Cities Stdy.”

The Supecfund Coaliion Agtinst Mismansgement banded together in the Fall of 1992 in
Aspen, Colorsdo when the U.S. Enviroomental Protection Agency hosted ite infamous
*Panel of Experts” forum to debate the efficacy of EPA's Superfund clesnup programs in

1

JuL & *'@S 13:57 5184510723 PAGE.BB1



JUL € 95 14:41 FROM LUED ROBTSN KONZEN TO 13146212989 PAGE.Q1S,024
82/21/1994 83:28 61845187 TARPCFF CRAIG A. PAGE B2

Aspen. At tho urging of Mayoc Zaitr from Lesdville, Colorado, representatives fom sbout
two dozen communities like mine came together in Aspen — at their own expense — to
disouss the crcation of a small coslition of communitics concerned about solving their
Superfund problems. As we shared our expericnces, it became clear that we were all
victims of tremendous mismanagement peoblems plaguing the EPA. We Incorporated the
non-profit coalition in Colorado and Pennsylvania, with the cxpress intent of affecting
reform of Supcrfund and the EPA’s »oil/lcad policies which have been hurting all our
communities.

Todxy, our coilition includes several handred members from mare than 30 Superfund
communities in about s dozen different states, slong with EPA oontract scicatists, slected
officials and noa-voting industry representatives. We receive funding through individual
dues and in-kind contributions. The executive committee of the coalition, which governs its
sctivities, includes elected public representatives from communities in Colorado, Ilinois,
Pennaylvenis and Utah.

Superfund Often Harms Local Communities and the Eavirenmeat

We have found that the remadies which EPA eclects—and the fauity methodologies they
use 1o, select the romedies—ofen harms the community which EPA is supposed to protect.
Our coalition's expeciences revolve sround how EPA hes invented and mituced its so-called
lead-in-solls policies under the Comprehensive Eavironmental Response, Compeasstion and
Lishility Aet (CERCLA) and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The
way EPA’s Superfund managers have misesed this policy and hurt local commmumitics’
environmental quality snd economic well-being provides a usefid case study on what's
wrong with Superfund.

The EPA’s lead-in-soils policy, which sets “screening levels™ (trigger levels) far allowable
lead Jovels in residential sofls is allowing EPA 1o create Superfund sites in communities
where levels of Jead in soils reach 400 parts-per-million (ppm) o more. EPA orders
expensive and intrusive soil removals on the theory that soil removals reduce the risk of
lcnd poisoning. When EPA finds soils lead levels at 400 ppm or more, it then uses its

2
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infamous Iniegrated Uptake Biokinetic (TUBK) computer model to predict lead health risks
based on lead/soil ooncentrations. Iromically, this 400 ppm threshold is below the average
concentrations of lead-in-soil levels typically found in inper cities or near rondways. (For
instance, EPA has found that soils around interstate highways bave lcad levels averzging
1100 ppm — most likely the result of the historic use of leaded gusoline in mutomobiles.)

This clesnur policy is erroncous for one main reason: Soil removals do practicslly
nothing to reduce leed relsted heslth risks, For example, EPA’s own $15 million
"Three-Cities Study” has proven that soil removals are not effective ~ which is probably
why EPA refuces to issue a final report on the Three-Cities Study. During the many years
which I have been working on this issue, I have found that slmost every independent
research scientist involved in lead toxicology agrese that soil removals are ineffective st
reducing blood lead levels for soil lead concentrations below 2,000 - 4,000 ppm. Even the
nstionslly recognized Alliance to End Childhood Lead Poisoning has gone on record
questioning the effectiveaess of lead-in-s0il cleanups. This is bécause lead-related health
risks are consistenlly associated with lead-based peint and old lead plumbing, not dnt.

What we have tesn in community after commumity is the following pattem:

Stage | - EPA proposes & community for Superfund based on some potential risk.
Stage 2 — EPA begins work on problems which they claim present some risk

Stage 3 — EPA begins looking for pow problems md “risks® w0 address, and starts looking
for signs of icad contamination

Stage 4 — After EPA mevitahly finds signs of lead "contamination,” the agency tells the
community that becauss of “elevated” lead levels in solls, their computer models predict
that some segment of the commumity’s population is theoretically suffering loed risks.

Stage 5 — EPA begins a public rclations campuign to convince residents that severe lead
poisoning risks are posed to children because of the wil-lead coacentrations.

Stage 6 — EPA enters low-incorne communities with “elevated” lead-in-soil levels and
begins promiting homeowners new yards, new gardens, ncw carpets and even new home
structures. EPA attempts to create the political demand for its s0il removal programs. The
reqult is that communitios are needlesaly redlined and monsy is wasted on ill-edvised dirt
cleanups,

Ju. & '9S5 13:58 516451@729 PAGE.CE3
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Stage 7 - EPA project managers becomo fixated on dirt removals, while often ignoring
more imporiant cavironmental problems. Companies heid lisble for cleanups balk at
spending $40,000 to $100,000 per home for cleanup work which does no good. Important
cavirommncmal peioritics are ignored and the pece of cleanup is perpetually stalled.

What is most disconcerting is that the Superfiad cleanup policies are often based on
questionable soicnee, statistical manipuiation, and cleanup prescriptions which do not
improve environmental quality.

The misuse of the lead-in-soils policy has cavsed "environmental redlining ® whereby
propettios in and around a Supcrfund site are “rodlined.” Homeowners often can’t sell or
refinance their propertics, because of the extremely controversial “theoretical, potential
Realth threats™ which EPA Supcrfund managers claim exist in & communky. Moreover, we
have seen that EPA's preoccupation with dirt cleanups divert scarce cleanup dollars away
from tuly important environmental pricritics. Our communities suffer, &s does
eaviroamentsl quality.

Let me highiight some of the horror stories which our coslition members have witnessed
under EPA's Superfund progrem and thelr implementation of the soil/lead policy:

e ¢ Ben Frei, 8 member of our coalition from Midvale, Unah and a father of &
sizcable family, sitempted to obtain 2 home equity Joan to expand the size of
his home for his growing family. Banks declined to lend money to Ben
becsuse his home was within 4 Superfund site. Even though Midvale
residents have blood lead levels around the national average, they can't
renovate their hanes bocange of s “thooretical, potential bealth threat” (from
lond levels in dirt) which, in fact, is no threat at all.

* s Alzo in Midvale, Unah, Superfund managers have induced the pablic into
sccepting ill-advised soil removals by offering to replace sbout a dozen
garages. (Interestingly, Midvale residents using gardens with “contaminated”

soils have lower blood-lead levels than the average population.)

%4 In Granite City, Illinois U.S. EPA has been prooccupied with dirt rewmovals,
even though Gragite City residents have blood-lead levels equivalent to tose

JuL 5 "85 10:58 £184S1@?727_ PanRE 20e
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found gyisidc of the Superfund site. While preoccupied with dirt, EPA for a
decade has ignoced the risk posed by a lead/slag pile adjacent to downtown
which sits just 15 feet above an aquifer cosnected to the Mississippi River.

Alco in Granite City, BPA used their “TUBK" computer model to Justfy soil-
lead removals. We found that EPA's model sssumed that NO lead sources
came from paint, or “palnted surfaces in good condition.” (The
overwhelming majority of Granite City homes within the Superfund site test
positive for lead-based peint) If the model had allowed for leaded paint
sources, the model would have dictated that even more dirt would have to be
removed in order to protect sgainst leaded paint poisoning! We have found
that EPA oconsistently manipulates their data with computer models in order
to exercisc their own agendas—which seem to have little to do with
Improving environmental quality.

Also in Granite City. EPA atempted to force residents 10 remediate exgerioe
leaded paint so that soils would not be recontaminated.

In Park City, Utah, e rcsideatial/conuncrcial area was declared & Superfund
site based on lead-in-sofl concentrations found in this historic mining town.
The clity floated bonds to pay fot its own cleanup program — which EPA
refused to approve. Even after the Agency for Toxic Substances and Diseace
Registry determined that the city’s cleamp was effective, EPA refused to de-
list the site and Coogress declded to legislatively de-list the community in
1986.

In Pajmerton, Pennsylvanis, EPA's Superfund program performed soil/lead
remediations on 11 homes during the summer of 1994. None of the homes
had rexidents with elevated blood-lead levels, at lesst one home had soil-lead
concentration well below the 400 ppm trigger level. In September 1994, in
response the Palmarton comnrunity’s questions sbout EPA actions to
remodiate homes which did not meet the agency's own criterla, EPA's
regional administrator there stated, “it could be that 2 homeowner (in
Palmetton) is lying to us and no children visit that house and they're getting
a free couch” Hers again, EPA is remediating homes that don't need to be
remeodisted, and uses sofs and carpet giveaways to gamer support for BPA's
programs.

In Leadville, Colortdo, EPA’s Superfund has forced the expenditure of over
350 million, and only $13 million of this sum his gone toward real
remedation projects. Also, in the Summer of 1994 EPA administered a

project to divert stormwaeter, and spent more than $1,000 per bay bale to do
0.
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L X4 In Aspen, Colorado, EPA etiempted to force wholcsale dirt removals even
though an internationally remowned panel of scientists---selected by EPA—
concluded thar there is no justification to implement such remedies.

*e In Triutaph, Idsho, EPA proposed this small community for the Superfund
list and ranked it as the most bazardous site in history, based on entirely
erroneous dats. EPA argued that "elevated” soillcad lovels pased ao
unacoepiable risk, cven though residonts bave blood-lead fevels below the
national average. As resident Donna Rosc has stated, the greatest health risk
in Triumph has been the buman stress created by EPA.

L X In order to justify its Soil-Lead remedy sclection policies, EPA has begun &
series of "Pig Study™ research programs to ascertain the toxicity of soil-lead
levels to bumans. The only unquestionable conclusion after three years of
"Pig Study” research is that pigs cnjoy cating cookic dough

e In using its [UBK computer model to select soil remedjation remedies, EPA’s

computer model has never accumicly predicted blood-Igad levely (based an
soil lead concentrations). Yet, this is the main too! they use for multi.million-

doller remsedy seloctions at sites sooused of having “clevated” soil-lead
concentrations.

L X EPA refuses to release its final reports from their 315 million "Three-Cities
Study”, which was conducted to prove the hypothesis that soil removals
reduoce lead-related health risks. The reason EPA refuses to release the
details of this study is that it proves that soil removals don't produce real
bensfit to anyone otber than EPA contractors.

L X Imeresiingly, those EPA managers responsible for preparing the "Three-Cities
Sudy" are the same people responsible for inventing EPA's dependence on
the IUBK computer model

(X In Februsry of this year, EPA proposed s residential erea in Bossier City,

Louisiana for Superfund status, even though a $4 millioa health risk
assessment-—reviewed and endorsed by the local governments there---reveals
that there are no immediate health risks posed at the site. Here again, EPA is
using commonly occwring "elevated” soll-lead levels to help justify the
existence of Superfund. The Bossier City Council recently responded to the
EPA threat by umanimously passing a resolution calling for s voluntary City-
Directed cleamup in lieu of Superfund listing.
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It should also be noted that the EPA issted this highly controvarsial lead-in-soil Superfund
policy without undergoing public raview or comment. The sgency circumvented a formal
rulemaking process on this cosdy palicy by itsuing it as & "mere directive,” arguing that the
policy is "just guidenos.® Desplte thess pronoudcements, in 1994 EPA proposed soil
remedistion work for the City of Beckemeyer, Illimols because “resuits detected lcad levels
grester than 500 part per million (ppm), » level that exceeds federal staodards.”

It is a travesty that EPA &5 allowed to promulgate such destructive Superfusd policies
while being immune from public connment and scientific review. This is an axample of
how EPA makes up pelicies bebind closed doors which hurt people and the
eavironsuent.

Almost Auy Community Can Be Threatenad by Swuperfund

Because lead is such & pervasive element - histotieally used in evexything from paint, to
plumbing solder to gasoline — lead lovels in American soils commaouly exceed EPA's
threshold standerd of 400 paru-per-million. Inper city sofls across the country are
consistently laced with lead levels above this threshold Bascd on EPA’s "trigger level® of
400 ppm, practically anyplace can become 8 Superfund site — even some EPA office sites.

It makes Kttle environmental sense to allow EPA to create such policies which allow them
to create unjustified Superfund sites practically anywhere, cspecially since such cleanup
mmmmnmummmmmmmﬁmml@mg
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Why Suporfund Harms Peeple

The problem with Suparfund is fndamental: It vesis practically unlimited powers in the
hands of s single government eatity without providing any real checks and balances or

oversight of that govemment catity. Moseover, it is essential for those in Washington to
\mdushndthnSupaﬁmdlsmanhmlofEPA’sug!mlofﬁea !t]:widelfwuslf_

SupuﬁnﬂIﬂknasymuulﬂﬂkbuunuxm:aumnddusaummytocu:n:uﬂnhn<knu:
rescarch fefdoms simply by finding same “thecretics), potential health threst” and taking
actions against any property owncrs or industrics axsocisted with the poteatial threat. Add
to this the fact thet EPA can make up its own rules as it goes along without answering to
the public, the scientific community or Congress, and you have & remedy selection system
programmad for failure.

Coalition Work on Superfund Reform

For the past two years the Superfund Coalition Against Mismanagement bas been involved

in several policy reform activities:

>  Perticipated in disoussion groups foc the proposed Title X soil-lead remedistion
policics promulgated by the Housing and Urban Development agency.

> Formally requested the opportmity to comment on EPA’'s interim soil-lesd guldance

policies.

»  Fomnally requested the oppartunity to comment on EPA’s proposed (vew) soil-lead
guaidance.

> Provided comments on EPA's proposed Soil Scroening Guidance for toxie
contaminants.

> mmmmmwmmuwm
»  Delivered a nstional petition to Administrator Browner from over 40 communities

and 12 ‘ste¢ asking EPA to subject its proposed soil-lead policy to public review
and commeat. (BEPA refused.)
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> Assistzd coalition members in bringing logal actions against EPA.

»  Brougitt suit against the EPA and challenged its final soli-lead policy issued in July
1994, The coelition asked the U.S. District Court of Appeals to order EPA to
undertake a formal rulemaking process for its soil-lead policies. The Court recently
found that the coalition’s muit was not yet tipe for review, and let open the
opporaunity to lodge logat challenges in the fintwre.

> Called on Coagress w rescind EPA's lead-in-goil policics.
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Superfund Reforms Needed

At this point, Mr. Chairman, whatever Congress docs on the “big picture” Superfund issues
like joint and several liabllity or recoactive liability, such policy rcforms probably won't
help our coalition members because we are alresdy under the Superfund cloud. Nor will
the prospective reforms help communities already on the Superfund list. Most importandy,
if EPA is all>wad to confinue to create policy by circumventing the rulemaking process,
many reforms which Congress may adopt will be circwnvented by EPA’s ability to issue
“directives” and “guidance.”

For these ressons, we wrge you to consider the following kinds of policy reforms:

Rescind the EPA's Lead-in-Soils Poli

— Order the EPA to rescind the Lead-in-Soils Guidance unti} the agency undertakes a
forma! rulemaking procest for its Lead-in-Soils policy. This guidance must be
subjoit to sclentific poer review and public comment.

—  Order the EPA to balt all lead-in-30ll remediation activitics, unless such cleanup
work is formally approved by the local governments In which the Superfumd sit(s)

exist.

Require Load-Sxfe Policy

- Require EPA to promulgate eavironmental policies which truly promote a “jead
safe” environment, rather than the impossible "lead free” environment which EPA
scexny to prefer.

~»  Require EPA to conduct cost-bepefit tests on any “guidancc” or “directive™ which
thresiens to cost more than $$5 million.

10
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= [IfEPA truly belicves that s0il removal remodies reduce riek, then the agency should
be required to enforce its own policies on itself. Therefore, we suggest that el EPA
facilitics, and federal facilities be scroencd for soil lead levels. Remediation projects
should be undertaken at EPA facilities which are consistent with those projects EPA
is suggesting for Granite City, Beckemeyer, Palmerton, Leadville and all other sites.
We oaution the committes, bowever, in that such an effort would also waste
hundiods of millions of dollars without resulting in any bemefit.

Elective De-List

— Considee cresting a provision for elective deJisting under Superfind. Under this
concapt, if the EPA fails w0 complete a cleanup or agree to & cleanup plan within 10
years of listing, sny state or local government affected by the site’s listing could
unilaterally call oa another federal agency to review elther the current condition of
the site or review an altemative cleanup plen sdvocated by the local government
entity. If the federsl agency determined cither that the curvent condition of the site
posed no substantial hegith risk, or determined that the alternative cleanup plan
would cffectively reduce real health risks at the site, then EPA would be required to
either de-list the site or agree to adopt the clesaup plan and de-list the site within &
specific time period. For Superfund sites which are not fund.directed, alternative
clearmup plans advanced under such an elective de-listing provision must be jointly
agreed 10 by the local govermment entitics and the potentially responsible parties
involved at the site.

With this altemative, locs! communities would have the suthority and incentive to
work with potentially responsible pesties to quickly find salutions to environmental

This suthority would be “slective,  in that it can be exercised voluntarily
by local commumities. Such sn spproach also allows communities o more directly
affect the issues of remedy selection, allowable risk, ete.

Mr. Chaiman and members of the committes, I thank you for this opportunity to describe
our coalitica’s peoblemt with Superfund. We trust we can work with you to try and fix
this program before It hurts us more.

1 would be happy 1o address any qucstions from the commitice,

11

JuL B 'S5 1<4:084 6184518729 PRGE.QI!

*+ TOTA_ PAGE ., B24 »+



Granite City Journal-May 24, 1995—Page 11A

g

Tarpoff tells Congress
EPA lead policies faulty

By Bob Slate ar;mnd é.hlel country tohcr?tfe

million-dollar research fief-
Staff writer doms” and ‘“‘managers looking

A Granite City alderman was - for job security.”

to testify before a Congressio- - Tarpoff, who is a member of
nal subcommittee Tuesday that the Society for Environmental
the U.S. Environmental Protec- Geochemistry and Health and a
tion Agency actually hurts the member of the advisory board
environmental and economic of the Superfund Coalition
health of dozens of communi- Against Mismanagement

ties. - (SCAM), said many indepen-
Craig Tar- |, dent studies have shown that
poff said he lead-contaminated soil removal
would tell the | does practically nothing to
U.S. House of reduce health-related risks.
Representa- For example, EPA’'s own $15

tives’ Com- |
merce Com-}®
mittee's|:
Subcommittee
on Commerce,
Trade and
Hazardous

million *‘Three Cities Study,”
conducted to prove the hypothe-
sis that soil removal is effec-
tive in reducing lead-related
health risks, proved that soil
removals are not effective,
Tarpoff said.

Tarpoff

Materials that EPA’s policies He said lead contamination
with regard to lead ‘‘are often re-appeared in each of the
based on questionable science, three cities studied, and that it
statistical manipulation and actually spread in one of the
cleanup prescriptions which do ' cities.

not - improve environmental | ‘The reason EPA refuses to
quality”” and have been \release the details of this study
“‘invented and misused” by \{s that it proves-that soil

‘‘young EPA bureaucrats (See TARPOFF, Page 11)
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removals don’t produce real ben-
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efit to anyone other than EPA
contractors,” he said.

ety Independent, research ser
every sci-
entist involved in lead toxicology
agrees that soil removals are
ineffective at redu
lead levels,” Tarpoff .

But, be said, EPA managers
become obsessed with soil clean-
ups to the point where they
ignore lead sources that pose
true risks — like lead paint and

old plumbing.
EgA recently issued a cy
which sets the trigger 1 for a

ways have lead levels a
1,100 parts per million — most
likely the result of the historic

use of leaded gasoline in auto-
mobiles,” T said.
‘“‘Based on EPA's trigger level

of 400 ppm, practically lace
can become a Superfund site —
even some EPA éffice sites,”
Tarpoff said.

In Granite City, for example,
EPA is considering a $35 mllﬁon
soil removal from all yards with
lead concentration of 400 ppm or
more — even though a blood
lead study by the Illinois Depart-
ment of Public Health deter-
mined that residents within the
Superfund site have no higher
blood lead levels than those out-
Aide the site.

has proposed. dotng ofhisg wit
| ing with
2 290,000 ton lead-slag pile that
sits in the middle of the Super-
fund site — directly above an
aquifer that feeds the Mississippi
River. Groundwater contamina-
tion has been discovered under
the pile.

Tarpoff said the EPA obses-
sion with lead in soils is primari-
ly the result of computer model-
ing designed to predict lead
health risks based on lead-soil
concentrations. Yet, he said, the
computer model ‘‘has never
accurately predicted blood-lead
levels” based on soil lead con-
centrations.

blood .
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In the Granite City case, for
examrle, the EPA computer

cleanup assumed that no
ead sources came from t —
even though the IDPH study
found that the overwhelming
majority of the homes within the
Superfund site test positive for
lead-based paint.
““We have found that EPA con-

soll based on a ‘‘theoretical,
tential health threat’’ while
Qmﬂng “ruly important envi-
ronmental ties.”
Tarpoff said he would urge
to halt all lead-in-soil
remediation activities unless the -
work is formally approved by
the local governing body in
the Superfund site is
Jocated.

He also ?romotes the goal of a
‘“lead safe’’ environment as

to the “lead free” envi-
ronment EPA seems to prefer;
requiring EPA to conduct cost-
benefit analyses on any policies
that could cost more than $5 mil-
lion; and ‘“‘de-listing” of -
fund commumities if EPA fails to
complete o: cleanup plan within

10 years llstlnﬁ
'lyarpoff said he would also
:::gest EPA _ follow its own

“Finally, if EPA believes that
soil removal remedies reduce
health risk, then the agency
should be required to enforce its
own policies on itself,”” Tarpoff
planned to testify,

“We sugfesi all EPA facilities
and federal facilities be screened
for soil lead levels. Remediation
should be undertaken at EPA
facilities which are consistent
with those projects EPA is sug-
ﬁestix} for (Superfund sites),”

e S&.lg.

‘“We caution the committee,
however in that such an effort
would also waste hundreds of
millions of dollars without result-
ing in any benefit.”
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Tarpoff: Policies hurt other communities

Some of the adverse results of
EPA policies in other communi-
ties, according to Craig Tarpoff:

» In Midvale, Utah, wher
residents — including those with
gardens in ‘‘contaminated” soils
— have blood lead levels at
about the national average,
banks refuse to issue home equi-
ty loans within the Superfund
site.

+ In Park City, Utah — a his-
toric mining town — EPA
refused to approve a cleanup
proposed by residents and busi-
nesses. The city floated bonds to
pay for its own cleam.* program
and the Agency for Toxic Sub-
stances and Disease Registry
determined that the cleanup was
effective. EPA refused to take

- -

O e S
ngress } atively de-
the community.

~ In Palmerton, Pennsylva-
nia, EPA remediated soils from
11 homes last summer — includ-
ing one that had lead concentra-
tion well below 400 ppm. None of
the residents of the homes had
elevated blood-lead levels, Tar-
poff said. When the community
questioned the EPA remediation,
an EPA administrator said that
the homeowner requested the
cleanup because EPA was offer-
ing new sofas and carpet to tar-

geted homes,

+» EPA t more than $1,000
per hay bale to divert stormwa-
ter in Leadville, Colorado last

summer. So far, EPA has spent
more than $50 million in Lead-
ville, of which about $13 million
has gone toward actual cleanup,
Tarpoff said.

+~ In Aspen, Colorado, EPA
attempted to force wholesale dirt
removals even after an interna-
tionally-renowned panel of scien-
tists selected by EPA concluded
there was no justification to
implement such remedies.

» Triumph, Idaho has the
dubious distinction of being
ranked by EPA as the most haz-
ardous Superfund site in history
due to elevated lead-in-soil con-
centration. The residents there
have blood-lead levels below the
national average.
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the GAOQ report reviawad whether the consideration of
externalitics affected the use of renewable energy.
such as wind. solar or gentherma! power. The report
also reviewed how states consider externalities in
planning for electricity needs.

Exarnples of the uncontrolled costs of residual pol-
lotion emissions 1nclude expenditures o remedy he
tcalth and caviroomental impacts.

ACCOTOIRg 10 1 number of sourcex tn varkiuy seciors
of thr clceinieiy industry, the reason why external
costs have hud no cffect oa reacwables is becauac
“glectricity from rencwable enorgy usually costs so
much more than electricity from fowsil fuels that
externality eonsiderations do aot overcome the differ-
ence.” the GAO report suid.

The cources, which included Department of Energy
officials, rcpresentatives from state agencics in New
York and Calijurnia, and laboratory officials, said
“they were not aware of any instances in which the
consideration o; externalitics made a difference in the
fuel source scic:tion.” the report said. Utility officials
:n California. which au:ording to GAO produces morc
electricity frori rencwablos than any other state.
could not provide GAD with any examples in which
the cansideraticn of externalities made a difference :n
the acqumsition af renewahles.

Price Rules

Price 1s the biggest factor workiag aguinst rencwa-
hles as & [ucl source. the report sald, ciing a Juae
1994 study by the National Rencwable Enerpy [abn.
ratory. The study cited two cases in which renewables
werce sclected, hut both involved expaasion of existing
geotkermul ard hydroclectric projocts’ capacity,
“which resulted in u cumpstitive price,” the GAQ
report 3aid.

‘I'he results of the study, which unalyzed data from
18 stales oo bics that were released in 1993 and open
to providers of eleciricity from all types of fuel,
showed that tidding resulls ampounced for 3,583
megawatts of power resulted in the selection of only
9% megawatts for 2 percemt| for renewabdle fuct
sources at these iwo projects. ixternalities were “set-
vadary considecations,” GAC anid, citing the NRE
study.

Anuther reasis why oxtornalitios have nat affected
selection of rerewabies 1s because “there has been a
limited need [or additional cleetrical capacity since
states began considering externalities,” the GAOQ re-

said. Considcration of externalitics is usually
limited 10 the planning process for developing new
capacily, and according to sources interviewed Dy
GAQ, "the cuuniry bay not experienced much of a need
for new electri-al capacity since the first state began
coasidering exteraalitics i 1849."

Ay s ceanlt, “elertricity produced from rencwable
energy bas generally been introduced through some
special progran. such as a federally legislated re-
quirement or state set.aside program. rather than
under direct competition with fussil fuels” the report
said. Both California and New York state have set-
aside programs that “offer an alternative that ensures
recogn.tion of the atuributes of recewable energy,

“DEN® NEWS
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such as environmenta! benefits.” the report said, cit-
iug another NREL study [rom Scptomber 1998.

Statcs vary in considering cxternalitics. the report
fonendd. OF Lhe: 50 1ates and the Distriet of Columbia, 16
states assign & quantitative value to externalities.
such as dollar costs. and nine states and the Nistrict of
Columbia trcat cxternalitics qualitatively, dy using
systermx such ax & subjective ranking for anticipated
enviranmental impacts. The remaining 23 do not have
requirements for externalities.

Fossil Fuel Technology Makes Headway

Refinemnents in fossil fuel technology in additien to
environments! regulations, alse have contributed to
the lirmited impact of externalities, GAO found.

“New technologies have reduced the adverse envi-
ronmental eflects of fossil fuels. Furthermore,
rencwables often are compared to pew fossil fucl
generating (acilities, which tend to be environmemal-
ly cleaner than older oncs as a resuit of recept envi-
roamental requicements,” the repurt said Industry’s
compliance with these requirements has helped inter-
nalize these emviroamental cavts, thus reducing oxter-
nal evsly, the report added.

Copies of the GAO report, Electricity Supply: Con-
swlerution uf Fuoironmental Costs in Selecting
fFuel Sources, can be obtaiaed by calling (202)
§12-6000. Fax (301) 258-404A. The reeport is oumber
GAU/RCED-95-187.

Supertund

EPA OFFERS ORAFT OF LONG-AWAITED STUDY
ON LEAD TO HOUSE SUPERFUND SUBCOMMITTEE

An Favironmental Protection Agency official told 4
House panel May 23 E£PA intends to relesse a final
draft of a long-awaited lcad study in August 1995.

Tim Fields, deputy assistant admimsteator in EPA's
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, aiso
offcrcd a draft version of the incomplete study tu the
House Commerce Subcommittce on Commerce,
Tradc, and Hazardous Materiuly.

Fields wus responding to eharges from a previous
panel that KPA has not been forthemning with their
study evaluating the impacl of soll lcad abatement on
blood lead levels in children in urban environments.

Craig Tarpuff of the Superfund Coalition Against
Mismanagement, based in Coluradu, told the panel
that sl removal daes oot significantly reduce lead-
relatea neaith risks. e charged that EPA has refased
10 release iis “Three City Lead Study™ because the
study has “proven” tha! suil remuvaln arc not effec-
tive. He added that EPA has spent §15 million on the
study since it began in 1987,

Fields' testimony follows the March 16 comment of
Elliott Laws, EPA assistant administrator for solid
wauste and emergency response, that the report had
never been finalized because pniversities conducting
the studiex used diffecent tesling methodotogies. Ac-
cording te Laws, “we have pol been able to reconcile
the three studies " (52 DEN A-10. 3/17/93).

|
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Preliminary Finding#

According to Fi-lds, preliminary findings of the
repurt indicate tba . the blood lead levels in the chil-
dren studicd wore reduceg when the exposure path-
ways for lead-laden dust were laterrupted, and when
wvil abatemeat occurred 10 areas of initially Bigh soll
lead levels. The study alse has shown that the abute
ment whete lead concentrations were initially mear
the EPA soil screen.ng level may have little impact on
tiood Jead Jevels, arcording to Flelds.

The agency's Off ce of Rescarch and Development
iy conducting further analyses, which will be complel-
¢d by August 1993 according v Fields. He sud a
subsequent peer review will be conducted, and if that
concludes that no firther analysis is nceded, the re-
port will be relcased in fipal form by Junuary 1996.

During the hearirg on superfund remedy selection
and risk assessroent wsues, Fields said EPA is elevat.
ing the role of cos. considerutions when cvaluating
remedies. and also is giving more consideration o
scientific issuss. The hearing is expected to be the last
hefore a specific piece of legislatian is introduced for
consideration.

Lettar Ta Blilay On EPA Lead Policy

Meanwhile, a statas report on the Three Citics
Study alse was contsined in 3 May 1€ cesponse to &
written inquiry un EPA’s soil lead poliey and uctivi-
ties by Mep, Thomax J. Bliley (R-Va), chairman of the
tull House Commerce Commiitiee

[n the May 18 letter, sipned by Laws, EPA assistant
administrator for solid waste and emcrgency re-
sponse. the timcline for issuing the report wans
provided.

EPA also said in the lctter that it would release
data associated with the study a! the samc time the
report s issued or shortly thereafter. However, the
agency added: “Confidentiality considerations will re-
quire that some of the data be masked.”

L addition, KPA addressed suggestions that specific
risk assessments anc cost-beneflt analysis should be
required prior to lead-containing soil abatements be
conducted. According to EPA, site-specific risk assess-
ment is conducted at superfund sites, and the ageacy
is “exploring approaches to the incorporation of cost-
begefit analysis into its decision-making process" &t
superfund sites,

The agency said that while cost-effectivencss is
targeted duriag clean ;ps, suome bencfits such as loss of
intelligence due to Je: d exposure are hard to quantify.
[n addition, because 2 aumber of different views on
the subject exist anc “available wals” are lacking,
“wa believe 1t would he premature 10 require cost-
tenefit analy~es on a sitc-speaific basis.”

Finally. the letter p-ovided un update on agency soil
lead guidance. In Lhat update. the ageacy raid that the
400 parix per million screening level that was referred
v as a pretiminary remediation gocl is an error that
will be corrected in the final version of the
dicument.”

NEwWS
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Regulatory Raform

FURTHER REVIEW OF EPA RULES PLANNED
AFTER WHITE HOUSE ANNOUNCES ELIMINATION

The Environmentul Protection Agency will continee
reviewng its rules with an eye toward eradicatios or
modification even after thc White House announccs
which federal regulatioas it will «liminate, the FPA
de?\xty administrator said May 23.

o the first phase of the Clinton administration’s
weeding out of obsolete or unnecessary regulutions.
EPA will cut about [0 percent of its rules, agency
Deputy Administrator Freduric i{ansen said. e told a
House panel that in a second phase of this work, EPA
further would review rules flagged but not immediate-
Iy eliminated during the first phase. The agency will
study them to decide whather these regulations should
be modified or deleted, he said.

Hansen spoke at a hearing on the EPA budget for
fiscal 1996 held by the Housc Appropriations Subcom-
mittee on Veterans Affairs, Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and Independent Agencies,

EPA Administrator Carol Browner told the suboom-
mitwe (he White House in carly June is expected to
angounce cuts in Code nf Federal Regulutions
pages. She declined to give examples of the environ-
mental rules that may be climinated, saying the rules
EPA has recommeaded for eradication now ace un-
dergoing intaragency review.

President Clinton has directed the Executive
Bracch w give him a list by June 1 of regulations that
will be eliminated ur modified as part of the adminis-
g;a?non's goverpment reinvention effort (44 DEN A-11,

/93).

Browner said the regulatory purge would take place
through the notlee-and-comment rutemaking process
under the Administrative Procedurcs Act. EPA will
propuse getting rid of regulations, gather public com-
ments. thon iysuc a final rulc that will elimipate
sections of the CFR, she explainei.

Subcommillee Chairman Jercy Lewie (R-Culif)
asked Browner how miuch it would cost EPA to delete
regulations. She was unable immediately to provide
this information. Browner added that the process “is
Lop priority for us.”

EPA Priorities

At the hoaring, Lewis probcd FPA officials regard.

ing the sgency’s regulatory priorities.

¢ Californis representative wus critical of a re-
port EPA provided to the House Appropristions Com-
mittee regarding how the ageney ecstablishes its
priorities. The committee’s report accompaayng the
fiscal 1995 appropriations bill for VA, HUD, and inde-
penmient agencies instructed EPA to describe its pro-
cedures for rankipg its priorities, giving the agency
uatil Feb. 1, 1893 to du so,

The committee report sgid, "‘EPA has chosen to
fund certain aetivilies at the cxpens? of statutory and
court-ordered mandates. While there is no doubt that
thesc aclivities are worthwhile, it is & question of how
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TESTIMONY OF CRAIG A. TARPOFF

Co-Clulnnn, Superfund Coalition Against Mh-uu;wuu
Alderman, City of Granite City, Illinois

BEFORE

THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
WATER RESOURCES AND THE ENVIRONMENT

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Washingun, DC
June 21, 1995

Introduction

Mr. Chairman sad members of the committes, my oame i3 Craig A. Tarpoff. 1 wish to
thank you for this opportunity to address the Superfiad Law and bow it is Inating the
vironmental and economic health of dozeas of corummunities like mine. [ am bere before
you today as 3 representative of both the City of Graaite Clty, Ikinois, in my capscity as
City Aldenran, and as Co.Chairman of the Superfund Coalition Against Mismanagermient.

My town of Granite City has the enfortumare distinction of being a Superfind commuity.
It is a member of the Saperfind Coalition Aguinst Mismanagement, a naticoal coslition of
Superfund comrmaunities like Granite City which are trying to rid themseives of the
Superfund bturden. I am also & member of the Society for Envireamental Geochemistey and
Health and 2 past participant in discussion groups regarding the Department of Housing and
Urben Development's [cad-remedistion policies. I was also prosent at Recesrch Triangle
Park for EPA's release and discussion of their $15 million “Thres-Cities Study.”

The Supcrfind Cozlition Against Mimmgunageanent banded togsther in the Fall of 1992 in
Aspen, Colorade when tho U.S. Environmenta! Protection Agenc; hosted its infamous
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*Panel of Experts” forum to debate the efficscy of EPA's Superfund cleanup programs in
Aspen, At the urging of Mayor Zsitx from Leadville, Colorado, representatives from about
two dozen commuaitics like mipe camne together in Aspen — at their own cxpense — o
discuss the creation of a small coslition concerned about tolving their Superfiind problems,
As we shared our expericnces, it became clear that we were all victims of tremendous
mismenagemant problems plaguing the EPA. We {ncarparated the non-profit coalition in
Colorado and Feansylvania, with the express {meat of affecting reform of Suporfund and
the EPA’s solilead policies which have been hurting all our commuairies.

Today. our ccalition includes several bundred members from more than 30 Superfund
commupities in about a dozgen diffcrent states, along with EPA contract scientists, elected
officials and non-voting industry representatives. We receive funding through individual
dues and {n-kind contributions. The executive committee of the esalition, Which governs its
activities, inciudes elected public representatives from communities in Colorado, Mlinois,
Peansyivania wnd Utah.

Superfund Often Harms Local Commaupities and the Exviranment:

We have found that the remedies which EPA selocts—and the faully methodalogics they
use to seloct the remmedies—often harms the community which EPA is supposed to protect.
Our coalition’s experiences revolve around how ZPA has invenred and misused its so-called
lead-in-soils policies under the Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) and the Resourcs Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). This
policy is being used to environmentally "redline® communities across the ¢country, and
divert swcarce dollars wwards entirely ineffective clewwp programs. The way EPA's
Supearfund managers have misused this policy and hwt locsl communities’ environmental
quality end cconcmic wellvboing provides & useful cuse study on what's wiong with
Superfind.
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The Granire City, Olinois Experiecnce~It Can Happen Anywhere

My involvemeat with Superfund began in cxrly 1990 wben the U.S. EPA Region V
refeased their prefered clesnup plan for the NL/TarasCorp sitz in Granite City. The
removal of soils from 55 blocks and 1600 eesideatial properties first seemed o be 3 major
underwking, considering the local community had never regaeded lead poisoning to be ¢
problem. A Region V toxicologist had announced thet nise out of 10 children under the
age of ix in the cleanup aren were ar 715k of having blood lead levels over 15
micrograms/deciliter. .

At & public hearing, | asked the EPA toxicologist what percent of the children undex six
yetrs of age would be at risk of having acute blood lead levels (over 15
microgrars/deciliter) outside of the designated cleanup grea. When she told me that six out
of 10 childzen woutld be at risk of beiag blood-lead poisoned [ became frious since 60
perceat of Granite City's children would be at risk. At that time. I couldn’t believe that &
public bealth officer would advocate a cleanup which ignores most of the population &t risk.

I thea jolred the Seciety for Environmental Geochemivtry snd Health and began amending
the Tracs Substances conferences. This afforded me the opportunity to make contact with
the Nation's :0p lead cxposwre scientists and lead toxicologists.

[ quickly realized thx what the EPA toxicologist had sajd. while not o lie, cartainly did not
regresent 2 realistic estimate of the tumber of children who would bave elevated blood lead
levels (purported caused by the “clevatad” soil/lead concentrations within the cleanup area).
EPA’s pronguncements were a deliboutc attempt to miss the level of fear in our
community sod garner suppost for EPA's soil remaval policies. 1 later discovered thet
EPA's misrepresentations are analagous to the old saying, “we are all at risk of dying esch
tme we drive an momobile.” | elso discovered that Granite City's soil-lead coacentrations
arc x2 or below those levels fourd in most major metropolitan areas or adjacent to
highways.

In an attempt 10 bolster the "seientific eredibility of the soil removal program at the
NL/Tarscorp site, the EPA cmployed the use of ity infamous TUBK Biokinetic computer
model. This is the computer model which is supposed to utilize site-specific data to predict /

- /
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the blood lead levelc of children, as a function of lead-in-s0il concentrations. Of all the
input variables in the computer model, only the airlesd concentratioas wers site specific for
the Granite City analysis The dietary tead intake lovels were taken from FDA market
basker values from the cazly 1980's when lesd solder was still used to seal vegetsble cans,
The curly 19307s values are, int same cases, throe times as high as the levels fouad in 1990,
wheu the model was run. The conmibusion of Jead based paint ysed in (he model was Zaro,
and EPA even issucd a sutement indicating thet paint surfaces were in good condition.

It is impottant to realize that the Granite City Superfund site is located in the aldest part of
Granite City where e housing stock is 80 years old. Maay propertics here are rentals in
varying types of condiion. Over 75 percent of these residential properties test positive for
lead paint inside or outside tha home.

When the EPA project manager. Brad Bradley, was asiced by the Granite City Alderman
why 8 lcaded paint value was not included in EPA's IUBK model, he kad a very revesling
response.  The project manager explained that if EPA included the leaded paint input
parametes, th: computer model would cull for a 200 pars-per-million -—rather than & 500
parts-per-millicn—soll cleanup threshold. EPA was essentially admitting that the model
would predic: that removing more soil would reduce exposwre to lead paim! This fs Jike
predicting thse automobdile dsaths will decrease if most cas tires weze white-walls.

EPA's run of the [UBK mode! for Granite City incorporated two scenarios to show what
blood lead reductions couid be expectsd by redocing soil-lead concentrations. The model
predicted that a blood lead reduction of 3.5 micrograms/deciliter for each SG0 ppm
reduction in soil-lead levels, and 7 micrograms/deciliter reduction per 1,000 ppm reduction
in soil-lead levals. It mus be nowd that thase predicted blood lend reductons are about 10
timet higher than any messured during EPA’s infamous “Three-Cities Study”™ The svemge
36il lead conceatrations wn the Boston "Three-Cities™ propertics was 1860 ppm, over twice
the average soil-lead concentrations found in Granite City Of the 1,600 residential
properties propased for EPA’s soil remaval programs, only 265 bave 10il lead levels over
1,000 pm.

It is uncloar whether EPA's manipulstion of the [UBK computer model is a detiberate
sflermpt 10 cxrggerate the lead-in-soilblood-lead relationship, or if it is the result of an

4
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. hload centratians, In either case, this creative pseudo-science is having »
danﬂmgnﬁman&mcdv:mmmdmdwwmmmdmm
gvory ocher corumunity §n this coupiry whose homes conain leaded paint.

For the soil removal boondaggie in Granite City, EPA originally imended to place all of the
soils removed from resideatial properties mop an existing lcad slag pile sdjacent w0 Qranite
City residenccs. (This Is enough dirt to cover seveu foctball Heclds 35 fost high.) The
exdsting lesd slag pile~-which has no cap or liner---tests as high as 300,000 ppm lead, end
covers a ciry block & short distance from the Mississippl River. Afac the lllicols EPA
completed the injtisl site reports for this slag pile, the Staie wis concerned with evidence of
leaching end groundwater contamination. However, U.S. EPA assumed control of the site
and ignored these reports. For vears the EPA refuscd wur requests to conduct additional
groundwater testing.

At a June 1992 hearing before the Subcomminec oa Investigations and Ovessight, House
Commirtee oa Poblic Works and Tracsporution, Jo Lynn Tmub, acting associate division
disector for Superfund in EPA's Region V, stated that there was NO EVIDENCE of sny
groundwater “ontamination st the Geanite City Superfund site. Six moaths late, after
widitional testing, EPA released a report that showed comsidereble groundwetss
contxmination wound the waste pile. One sample showed lead contamination of the
groundwater ot over 30.limes the accepted level...and this is 2 groundwater aquifer 15 feet
below the waste pile connected to the nearby Mississippi River.

Today, after ten years of site control and twee years of knowing about tha groundwater
contamination, EPA still bas apnounced no plass for remediating the wasie pile or the
groundwater. This is a clessic example of how EPA’s preoccupation with dirt remavals
overshedows their concem for real eqvirormental hazards. While EPA wastes its resounrces
on dirg-—~cantzaxy to wmost credible scientific analyses—-—-environmental quality suffers Axd
s EPA focuses on dirt quality, tho agency has effectively hurt housing values and made it
difficult to all or refingnce our hames.

Last year, U.S. EPA began residemtel soil removals adjscent to the Jead waste pils. Granite
City argued that until the pile is addressed. either removed or capped, no residential

s
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propesties should be remediated. This is because the heavy construction equipment needed
to remove or cap the waste pile will ereate contidaceble dust, and recomtaminate any
propertics alteady clesned. Nevertheless, EPA refuses to acknowledge the advantage of
addressing the waste pile (containing lesd concentrstions as high as 300,000 ppm) and
instcad focusss on regiderial dint removals. EPA scems more concemned with promoting its
scieatifically fallacious lead-in-soil policies than it is with improving eaviranmental quality.

Almost every recogmized smdy conducted over the past scveral yesgs has cast considerable
daubt on the benefits of soil romoval as the primary means by which blood lead levels arc
reduced. But most alarming, is tke rate of recontamination of clean <oils that occurs in
urban settings. At the Baltmore sites stadied in EPA's "Three-Cities Study®, preliminary
findings indicate that soi) was recontaminated with s mean increase of 132 ppm in less than
tWo years.

Considering the large number of homes having exterior leaded paint in the Granite City
site, we in Granite City arc likcly 10 experience 3 recontamination: similar to what EPA has
seen in Baltimore. The Baltimore study indicates that i tem years many yards to be
remedisted inn Granitc City will have soil-lend concertrations over 500 ppm! This means
that commun:ties Iike Cranite City wiil forever be held hostage to Superfund, as the EPA
will need 0 constaatly re-remediate!

Krowing that the EPA has no jurisdiction regarding lesded peint, the Ciry of Granize City
began negotisting with the potertially responsible partics to develop a cleanup plan that
would address all of the pathways of lead exposure (paint, dust. leaded water pipes. soils).
This kind of "multi-pathway” cleanup plan would insure that clinically significant blood-
lcad reductions could occur, and that soils would be less likely to be contaminsted by paint
This plan requires EPA 0 show flexbility in their chosen soil cleanup level of 500 ppm.
Project manager Brad Brudley indicated to me that the removal of leaded paint would be
beneficial, but the potentially responsible parties ar the site must gill be requirad to abide
by EPA’s lemd-in-soil policies.
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KPA's Lead 'Soil Pelicies Threaten ¢to Burm Thousands of Communities

As 8 member of 2 national coslition of Supesfund commmmitics, [ know that EPA’s
incommpetence, misdirected clesnup policics and weird science are found across the country.
From Paimerion, Penasylvania o Triumph, [dabo, EPA uses its lead/soil policy to justify
Superfund. Our coalition has witnessed theso EPA atrocities in at Jeast a dozea different
stetes. Most receatly, EPA propased part of Bossier City, Louisiang for the Suparfund
program, in pat because of “cievated™ soil-lead concentrations. Mr. Chairman and
members of the commitiee, you must realize that any neighborhood with soil-lead
concentrations at 400 ppm or more can become 3 Supcrfund sice. Ambient soil-lead
concentrations of 1,000 ppm or more are commonplace in the inner city. The average soil-
lead concentraions of wound the interstate highways is 1,100 ppm.  If EPA's soil-lead
policy is not stopped, bundreds of communities will be redlined under Superfund, even
though thoce commimity residents are not at risk. A policy this wasteful, with such
devastaiing effects must he stopped immedigiely ~with or without the resuthorization of
Superfund,

The EPA's roisrepresentation of health risks caused by soil lead levels has had devastating
effects: redlining, loss in asscased valustion. declios in redevelopmert activity, and
destruction of infrastructure. Communities have a right to demand that Superfund setivities
result in real reductions in health risks, and EPA i3 unabie to sstisfy this need.
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Reforming Superfond:

Employ the HUD Lead Pelicy
Rescind the Soil/Lead Policy
Avthorize Elective De-Listing

There should be no question &s to why we bave no confidence in EPA's ability to develop
and {mplement scund environments! policy tnder Superfund. As an elected representative
og the city council ¢f Granite City, my responsibilities include legislation 2nd oversight.
Every muaicipal department is subject 1o oversight, and new legislation is regularly enscted
to improve public services.

It appears that EPA’s Superfund program is not subject 10 the same kinds of checks and
balances needed (o ensure sound environmental policy. EPA circumvents constitutional law
by avoiding e nde.making process, and issuey “directives® or “guidance” © implement
policy---Inydune from public comment, scientific review or Congressional oversight. The
very suucture of EPA-—ten regional. seif-funding Superfund kingdoms with accountability
¢ no ons---hes led W inconsistency, incompstence, and of cowrse the wastefu] spending of
hundreds of nullions of dollars

EPA and some environmiental groups are quick 1o point out that indusiey is footing the bili
for Superfund But this is an overly viraplistic "public-pleasing® position. Superfund’s
enormous Soss Cxn not be absorbed by industry, they arc past along to us the consumer in
the form of price increases, lost retirement sevings and higher insurance premivms Aja
consumer, | am willing to share the cost of providing a safs saviroarzent for future

generations. but 3 safa environment does not agpear 1o be the goal or Superfund or its
managers.

There is no question that Superfund reform is neded. | feel the issue of justified spending
“can be resolved by requiring cost-benefithealth benefit tests By requiring Superfund to
deal with rea! risks, rather than the “hypothetical® risks invented by Superfund toxicologists.
more environniental cleanups will Se done in less time, with less litigation, with less
mogey, achieving a safer eavirooment

L A A Ta s AT S ad o 2N CETL T C—— S
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The Housing aad Urban Devclopment Title X Precedent

A good example of the results of cost-benefit tests is the Title X guidelines developed for
lead abatement in HUD bousing. The creation of thess health based srandards for exposuse
in leaded paint, dust and soil were required for the Residential [eed-Based Paint Hazard
Reduction Act of 1992, EPA’s Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances
recognized the questionable benofit of removing lead contarminated soils. Rather than
misdirect remediation funds, bare soil removals at HUD housing is not required untl lesd
levels excued 4,000 ppm. This assures that lead bascd paint and associsted dusts are
removed, resuliing in a real reduction in health risk and a zafe environment

EPA's Soil/Lead Policy: A Policy Which Must be Rescinded

{n comzerisen to the HUD policy, Superfund's 1994 Leed-in-Soils Directive --- tte policy
which allows ZPA to create Superfund sites peactically anywhere —- sets a trigger level of
300 ppm lead in scil. Above this levd the crushing wheels of Superfund begin their slow,
wasteful process. 1 fael confident in saying there isn't a city or Congressional disttict {n
these United States where i can't fied solis that cxcend 400 ppm in lead concentration. The
fcderal government has 2 hard time in explaining why its houxiag stock is subject to a soil-
lead standad which is 10-times ‘ess that the Supcrfimd standard.  HUD seil-lead standards
are health-baced, Superfund soil-lesd policics are inveated by a computer model which has
pever been validated end has never been subject W scientifie peer review and public
commnent  Most interesting, is that Superfund's soil-lead computer mode! has aever
sccurately predicted a population’s bleod-lesd levels. based on soi'-lead concentrations.

We recommend thet Coagress reforms the policy-generating methods employed by
Superfund. When any policy puts in jeopardy the value of property or assets of the
innocent victums of Superfund, that policy must be subject to public review and comment
arnd must not circumveyt the pyblic roview through the istuance of “directives” or
*guidance”.

For thesc reasons, we urge the Codgress W resvind EPA’s lead-in-soils policy in lieu of
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sdequate public review end commeat. The lesd ia soils policy must be rescioded with or
without reform of Superfund.

Authorize Elective De-Listing for Local Govsrnments

As mentioned, the fundamental problem with Superfusd is tat it provides a single agency
of the federa! government with proctically unlimited, uachecked power. Under Superfund.
EPA creates 2 self-funding bureaucracy at the regional level practicaily immune from
Congreys’ budgetary oversight Superfund managers take on the roles of being judge, jury
prosccutor and executioner. To balance this program, we strongly recommend the
estnblishment of Elaotive De-Listing. -

Under this concept. EPA can be required to develop and implement cleanup plans within 16
years of placing a sitc on the Nadenal Priorities List [f EPA fails to comglete 2 cleaqurp or
xgree 0 2 cieanyp plan within 10 vears of listing a particular site, any state or local
government affccted by the site’s listing could unilaterallv call on 2 federal agency---othar
than EPA—~-t0 review either the currert condition of the sit¢ or review ap altemnative
clezup plan advoocated by the local goverunent emuty. !f the federal agency determined
¢ither that the current condition of the sits posed no substianual health risk, or detesmined
that the altemnative clesnup plag would affectively reduce real health risks 3t the site, then
EPA would be required 1o sither de-list the site or egree to 2dopt the cloxnup plan and de-
list the site within a specific time period. For Superfund sites which are not fund-directed,
altemative cleanyp plans wdvanced under such an clective de-listing provisior muyst be
jointly agresd to by the Jccal governument eatities and the potentially responsible partics
invoived m tho sits.

With this alternative, local communities would have the authority and incensive to work
with ‘potentally resporsibic parties o quickly find solutons to envirorumental problems.
This authority would be "elective.” in that it can be exercised voluntarily by local
communities. Such an spproach also allows communities to more directly affect the issucs
of remedy selection, allowable risk, etc. Elective do-listing creates a new balance of power
under Superfund, and cffectively cuts through the many controversial policies such as joint
and scveral liability or retroactive liability.

l0
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Under this arvangement, EPA would no longer be ablc to hoid local communities hostage.
Compwnity invelvement would become 2 real past of Superfund, compared 10 EPA's
current commuaity invelvement activity which wuounte to tokenism. This type of plan
would force cooperation between potentially responsible parties, EPA, and state and local
governments., Oversight would be automatic; EPA would no loager be afforded the
opportunity % drag umecsssary remsdial activities on for decades, and communities like
Granite City would have an aliemative to litigation.

We il agree that changes we needed to improve Supssfund. Cate must be taken to insure
that funding is svailable when remedial activities are requited Comruon sense, cooperation
and compromisc must become part of Supetfund or the objective of the program will not be
met.

It is essential for Congress fo realize that no matter what Superfunc reforms are eventually
insticuted, that such refarms---iachuing elective de-listing—~-must apply to communites like
mins which are glresdy Superfund sites.

Mr. Chaimman and members of the committee, thank you for your time and consideration of
my testimony. I would be happy to snswer any questons vou may have.

12
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Tarpoft:

EPA

policies harmful

Alderman before Congress again

By Bob Slate
Staft writer

For the second time in a month, Gran-
ite City Alderman Craig Tarpoff has been
asked to testify before Congress about
inadequacies at the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

Tarpoff was scheduled to testify today,
Wednesday, before the U.S. House of
Representatives’ Tramsportation and
Infrastructure Committee’s subcommittee
on Water Resources and the Environ-
ment.

On May 23, Tarpoff told the House
Commerce Committee’s subcommittee on
Commerce, Trade and Hazardous Materi-
als that US. EPA’s policies with regard
to lead actually hurt the environment and
economic health of dozens of communi-
ties.

Tarpoff, a member of the Society for
Environmental Geochemistry and Health
and a member of the executive board of
the Superfund Coalition Against Misman-
agement (SCAM), made a written copy of
his testimony toda available to the
Press-Record Ji

‘“We have found that the remedies

which EPA selects — and the faulty
methodologies they use to select the rem-
edies — often harms the community
o which EPA is sup-
gosed to protect,”
arpoft is to testify.

said that

: members of SCAM,
a coalition of sever-
al hundred mem-
bers from more
§ than 30 Superfund
i communities in
# about a dozen dif-
ferent states, have
found that EPA’s

fohcxa — especial-
y

with lead in soil —
have been ‘“‘invent-
ed and misused.”
““This policy (lead
in soils) is being

Tarpoff
used to environmentally redline communi-
ties across the country and divert scarce
dollars toward entirely ineffective clean-
up programs,” Tarpoff said.

“The way EPA's Superfund managers
(See TARPOFF, Page 9A)
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have misused this policy and hurt local communities’ environmental
quality and economic well-being provides a useful case study on
what’s wrong with Superfund.”

+In Granite City, EPA has proposed spending more than $30 million
to remove lead-contaminated soil from 1,600 residential properties in
a 55-block area. The agency’s plan calls for the con ated soil to
be added to an existing lead pile directly above an aquifer that feeds
the Mississippi River. The lead concentration in the pile tests as high
4s 300,000 ppm for lead.

i Although groundwater contamination of up to 30 times acceptable
Jevels has been found beneath the 290,000-ton pile, EPA has no plan
to remove the pile.

. Of the 1,600 residential properties targeted, only 265 have lead
¢oncentration levels of more than 1,000 me.

. The EPA came up with a residential soil cleanup threshold of 400
parts of lead per million by use of a biokinetic uptake computer
model. The computer model was designed to use site-specific data to
predict the blood-lead levels of children as a function of lead in soil
concentration.

/ But, Tarpoff said, the only data that was site-specific was air-lead
goncentratxons. The model estimated that lead coming from lead-

ased paint was not a factor — even though most of the housing
stock in the cleanup area is 80 years old and more than 75 percent of
gm properties test positive for lead paint either in or outside the

ome.
» When EPA Project Manager Brad Bradley was asked why the
leaded paint value was not included in the computer model, he said
that the program would have called for a cleanup level of 200 ppm.
{ “EPA was essentially admitting that the model would predict that
removing more soil would reduce exposure to lead paint,” Tarpoff
said. is like predicting that automobile deaths will decrease if
thost car tires were whitewalls.”

+ Tarpoff said the EPA’s manipulation of data is either *‘a deliberate

ttempt to exaggerate” the relationship between the lead in soil and

jlood lead levels or ““the result of an incompetent staff attempting to
'gse a black-box computer model that has never accurately predicted
blood lead concentrations.”

.. Tarpoff said the Granite City scenario could easily be played out
¢Jsewhere in the country.

«+ “In either case, this creative pseudo-science is having a devastat-

'

ing effect on Granite City’s environmental and economic health —
and it threatens every other community in this country whose homes
contain leaded paint,’”’ he said.

In fact, he said, EPA’s lead in soil policy would require a cleanup
of every major highway in the country — where concentrations
average about 1,100 ppm — and in most urban areas — where lead
concentrations of 1,000 ppm or more are commonplace. Tarpoff said
EPA’s lead in soil policy has resulted in ‘‘redlining, loss in assessed
valuation, decline in redevelopment activity, and destruction of infra-
structure.”

“A policy this wasteful with such devastating effects must be
stop hln;maigdiately — with or without the reauthorization of Super-

'n e .

He said that, while EPA focuses its attention on cleaning up dirt,
“real environmental hazards’ are largely ignored.

Granite City has attempted to negotiate with the parties potentially
responsible for the contamination to develop a cleanup plan that
wou)d address all of the pathways of lead exposure, including paint,
dust, leaded water pipes and soils.

“This kind of multl-pathway cleanup plan would ensure that clini-
cally significant blood-lead reductions could occur,” Tarpoff said.
“EPA seems more concerned with promoting its scientifically falla-
cio:leii lead in soil policies than it is with improving envirommental
quality.”

Tarpoff said the Superfund law needs to be reformed.

“By requiring Superfund to deal with real risks rather than the
hypothetical risks invented by Superfund toxicologists, more environ-
mental cleanups will be done in less time, with less litigation, with
less money, achieving a safer environment,” he said.



Survey of Lead Exposure Around a Closed Lead Smelter

Renate Kimbrough, MD*; Maurice LeVois, PhD*; and David Webb, MS%

ABSTRACT. Objective. To test the hypothesis that el-
evated lead in soil is positively correlated with blood
lead (BPb) levels in children in an urban popula-
tion surrounding a closed lead smelter, a US Environ-
mental Protection Agency Superfund clean-up site was
surveyed.

Method. A total of 827 volunteers including 490 chil-
dren under 6 years of age participated. A questionnaire
was administered. Blood lead was determined as was
lead content of samples of house dust, soil, paint, and
water of the participants’ homes.

Results. The arithmetic mean venous BPb in 490 chil-
dren between 6 and 72 months of age was 6.9 ug/dL (0.33
pmol/L) range 0.7 to 40.2 pg/dL (0.03 to 1.94 pmol/L). The
BPb of 78 (16%) children in this group was = 10 pg/dL
(0.48 pmol/L). Based on multiple regression modeling,
lead in house dust accounted for 18% of the variance in
BPb. Lead in paint together with the condition of the
house were the main contributors to the dust lead vari-
ance (26%) with soil lead accounting for an additional
6%. Lead in paint alone accounted for 3% of the BPb
variance. Lead in paint together with the condition of the
house accounted for 12% of BPb variance, and lead in soil
accounted for an additional 3%. Factors other than envi-
ronmental lead such as education of parents, household
income, and behavior were associated with BPb levels.

Conclusions. The mean BPb in children was below
the present level of concern of the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention. Children with BPb of = 10 pg/L
(0.48 pymol/L) tended to live in poorly maintained older
houses. Based on these findings lead in soil and paint in
well-maintained homes contributed little to the lead ex-
posure of children. Pediatrics 1995;95:550-554; lead expo-
sure; lead smelter; survey; Superfund; lead paint,

ABBREVIATIONS. EPA, Environmental Protection Agency; BPb,
blood lead; CDC, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention;
XRF, radiographic fluorescence analyzer; SAS, Statistical Analysis
System. [
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Under the present “Superfund” law, the US Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) is not required
to conduct health studies to determine whether a
contaminated Superfund site should be remediated.
The decision by EPA to take action is based on en-
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vironmental data such as lead levels in soil and on
theoretical calculations of risk and exposure. In the
comumnunity where the study reported here was per-
formed, many residents were not persuaded by the
EPA calculations of risk, and others were concerned
about their health. Both groups wanted to know
whether the EPA risk assessment was realistic and
demanded a “health study.” .

The industrial site, a closed lead smelter, is located
in a mixed industrial and residential area in Granite
City, IL. It is one of 41 National Priority List or
Superfund hazardous waste sites in Illinois. Indus-
trial lead operations began in 1895. Battery recycling
began in the 1950s. The smelter was closed in 1983
and, in a preliminary site assessment in May 1983, it
was estimated that 200 000 tons of lead waste were
present at the site. Before the present study, the site
had been evaluated by federal and state environmen-
tal and health agendies. Soil samples collected on the
industrial site in 1988 contained lead in concentra-
tions ranging from 1500 to 48 000 ppm (mg/kg).
Lead concentrations in samples from residential
yards at varying distances from the site ranged from
106 to 9493 ppm (mg/kg). Ambient air lead levels
taken from monitors closest to the site (when the
smelter was active) regularly exceeded the 1.5 pg/m?
National Ambient Air Quality Standard for lead. Air
levels have not exceeded National Ambient Air
Quality Standard since the smelter was closed.

In 1991, based on high soil lead levels, the US EPA
proposed a clean-up area extending 0.8 to 1.0 km
from the smelter. The present study was conducted
to determine the blood lead (BPb) levels in the pop-
ulation residing within and outside this area for an-
other 3.2 km around the designated clean-up area.
This report describes the blood lead levels in children
between 6 months and 6 years of age.

METHODS
Study Population

A population census of the proposed National Priority List
clean-up site and the surrounding area was conducted in July 1991
to identify all households with children under 6 years of age. The
census included all residential units within the proposed Super-
fund clean-up site and an additional area extending 3.0 km in all
directions from the border of the proposed Superfund clean-up
site. A suitable comparison group that was not a continuum of the
EPA proposed clean-up area could not be identified in the imme-
diate urban area.

Trained census takers recorded age, gender, and length of
residence of all household members for every residential unit in
the defined area. Families with children under 6 years of age who
had lived at their present address for at least 90 days were invited
to participate in the study.

All adult members of the pariapating households signed



Southern Illinois School of Medicine approved consent forms giv-
ing permission for themselves and/or their minor children to
provide venous blood specimens, to measure lead in soil, house
dust, water, and paint from the residence and for a detailed
interview of the head of the household. Blood was collected at the
local hospital by trained pediatric phlebotomists. The interviews
were administered by a trained interviewer at a centrally located
office using a precoded questionnaire. Questions were asked
about the demographics of each household member; occupation,
income and education of the parents; history of smoking for all
household members; the behavior of the children, time at home
and outdoors, play areas, number of weekly baths, and altenative
lead exposures. Information about age of the house, presence of
air conditioning, and recent or renovations were also ob-
tained. Interview information, blood s ens, and environmen-
tal samples were collected from August 22 to 18, 1991.
The teams oollecting the environmental samples did not know the
results of the BPb analyses.

Blood Sampling

The BPb analyses were performed by the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC} using & published method' with a
limit of detection of 0.6 pg/dL (0.03 umol/L). Duplicate samples
and quality control samples were also collected and analyzed.
Within 1 week following the blood specimen collections, soil,
house dust, and drinking water samples were collected from each
residence, and in situ paint analyses were All environ-
mental sampling and analyses were performed by EPA-paid
trained contractors.

Soil Sampling and Analysis

The yards around the houses were very small Play areas were
identified on each property. At least 10 locations were sampled
with a corer of no less than 2 aliquots per location at a depth of 1
inch (254 cm) and composited. and leafy vegetation was
removed. Unless children played close to the house, soil samples
were taken at least 1 foot (30 cm) from the house per story to avoid
the drip line. Soil samples were analyzed by EPA method 6010
using inductively cou plasma emission spectroscopy.
The Limit of detection for lead in soil was = 20 ppm (mg/kg). Fo!
the calculations one-half the limit of detection was used for non-
_detectable values. Only the dry weight soil lead levels are reported
in this paper. Obvious chips of paint were removed: from soil
Thirty-nine duplicate soil samples were analyzed.

Dust Sampling and Analysis

Interior*surface dust was collected by using a Hoover brush
vacuum cleaner, , 2-amp motor. Dust samples con-
sisted of a composite of at least three subsamples from an area
adjacent to the main entrance, a floor area from the room most
utilized by the study child, and a floor area of the child’s bedroom.
Atmlwwmmwmwwomﬂ\mﬂmw&

les were EPA 1 y
&n?hdugonwpm 2 The limit of detec-
tion for lead In house dust was =20 ppm (mg/kg). For the calcu-
lations, one-half the limit of detection was used for nondetectable
values. To more relate lead in dust to exposure a
variable named “dust lead load” was calculated by dividing the
dust sample by the surface area vacuumed and multiply-
ing this ratio by the dust lead concentration.

Water Sampling and Analysis

moonmm&onoﬂudinhpwatuwnsdetam?\edi;:ﬂﬁm;
draw sample by graphite furnace atomic absorption.’ The limit o|
detection for lead in drinking water was =2 ppb (ug/L); for the
calculations one-half the limit of detection was used for nonde-
tectable values.

Analysis of Paint

Lead in paint was determined in situ by a licensed contractor
using a radiographic fluorescence analyzer. An XK-3 instrument
manufactured by Princeton Gamma-Tech, Inc, was used. T}us
instrument has a range of 0 to 10 mg of lead per cn.? At each site
three readings were made, and an average was calculated. In each
room a reading was made on the woodwork and the painted wall.

Up to 18 readings of walls and woodwork were taken from the
main living area, the child’s bedroom, and another frequently
occupied area. Three readings/surface area for a total of 9 to 12
exterior readings were made on the front, back, and one side of the
house. The XK-3 instruments measure lead paint concentrations
up to 10 mg/cm®. The amount of lead in paint above 10 mg/cm?
was estimated by using the average weekly calibration time and
dividing the test reading of 10 by the ratio of the time to obtain the
reading over the average calibration time.

The condition of paint at the reading site was rated by the
certified contractor for the inside of the house as intact = 1, slight
peeling = 2, nwdmteming = 3, and extreme deterioration = 4.
For the outside of the three conditions were used: good =
1, fair = 2, and poor = 3.

For the XRF readings, the value 0.001 mg/cm? (one-half the
limit of detection) was used for zero readings. Since intact paint is
less l;nely o ulmn in the XRF were trans-
formed by multiplying each paint XRF reading by its surface
condition C (C X XRF). An average was cnlcuhhedb{wa all con-
dition X XRF readings per house separately for indoor and
outdoor paint.

Ratings for the exterior condition of the house were missing for
59 houses (15%). The mean building condition score was agsigned
to these houses. Missing values for the building condition were -
not associated with any other variable.

Data Analysis Methods

Data from the census forms and the questionnaires were en-
tered into electronic data files. Quality control was maintained by

double of important data .

Statis! analyses were done using the statistical analysis sys-
tem (SAS) for the ter.¢ Univariate statistics were per-
formed

using chi-square analyses for all categorical variables and
mo-hnedtmforaumn&numnﬁables.bodxreq\m&a
level of P < .05. A correlation matrix was calculated to
determine what factors were associated with BPb as well as the
degree of intercorrelation of independent variables. Blood lead
values = 10 pg/dL (0.48 pmol/L) were used to define the high
ransformnd o logasihane, Multiple segeesion and comeiarion
to Multiple ion and correlation
n\ode‘liﬁ’mspetfomedtoidmﬁfyvaﬁnble(s)ﬂmpmdkmd
BPb, to determine the independent influence of environmen-
tal lead measures on BPb.

RESULTS

Study Population

Based on the census questionnaires, 906 (17.6%)
households had one or more children under 6 years
of age who had lived at the residence for at least 3
months (Table 1). Of these households, 116 were
disqualified because the family had moved or could
not be contacted by phone, there were repeated visits
to the home, inquiries to neighbors were made dur-
ing the 3.5 weeks of the field study, or all children
were >6 months or <6 years old at the time of the
study. Thus, the final tion consisted of
790 households of which 355 households partici-
pated in the study (Table 1). A total of 266 (34%)
households refused to participate, because they did
not want to subject their child to a venipuncture or
their children recently had had a BPb determination.

TABLE 1.  Number of Households
Number
Eligible households 906
Unable to contact 116
Final target population 790
Refused to participate 266
Missed appointments 169
Final household partidpation 355
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Another 169 (21%) missed repeated appointments or
could not be contacted to reschedule appointments.
This resulted in an overall participation rate of 45%
of those eligible.

The houses occupied by the participants and by
families who refused to participate were scattered
throughout the same neighborhood. To better relate
distance from the closed smelter to the location of the
participants’ houses and the proposed EPA clean-up
area, we created four regions roughly representing
concentric circles around the closed smelter. Region
I, a commercial area, was located closest to the
smelter and contained few residences with 20 of 39
eligible families participating (51%). In the second
concentric citcle, Region II, 60% of the eligible house-
holds participated. In Region HI, 53% of the house-
holds participated and 39% participated in the outer
circle, Region IV. Region I extended roughly 0.8 to 1
km from the boundaries of the closed smelter in all
directions. Regions II and III were also about 0.8 to 1
km in width. Region IV was 1.2 km wide.

Occasionally more than one family shared a house-
hold. A total of 230 families with one child, 106
families with two children, and 14 families with three
or more children between 6 months and 72 months of
age participated. Of the 101 non-white children
under 6 years of age, 87% were African-American.

Blood Lead Levels

Results of BPb analyses are given in Table 2. The
arithmetic mean BPb .was 6.9 ug/dL (0.33 pmol/L),
below the present CDC level of concern$ In the
entire group of 490 children, 78 children (16%) had
BPb levels of = 10 pg/dL (0.48 pmol/L). Only 5 (1%)
had BPb above the pre-1991 CDC level of concern of
25 pg/dL (1.21 pmol/L). The arithmetic mean age of
all children under 6 years was 3.3 years, and the
mean ages of the two groups of children with low
and high blood lead levels were 3.2 and 3.3 years,
respectively.

Among the 101 non-white children under 6 years
of age, 19% had BPb = 10 pg/dL. The arithmetic
mean BPb of all white children <6 years was 6.8
pg/dL (0.32 pmol /L) and for the non-white children

TABLE 22 Blood Lead Levels (BPb) in 6 to 72-Month-Old
Children*
Total N 490
Males (%) 261 (53%)
Mean BPb 6.9 pg/dL (0.33 pmol/L) S.D (5.02)
Range 0.7-40.2 pg/dL (033-1.94 pmot/L)
Number =10.0 pg/dL (0.48 pmol/L) = 78 (16%)

Z15 pg/dL (0.72 pmol/L) = 32 (7%)
225 pg/dL (1.21 umol/L) = 5 (1%)

* Eight children from five households with a mean BPb of7.1
ug/dL (0.34 pmol/L) had moved within their immediate neigh-
borhood and had lived at their present residence slightly less than
3 months at the time of the study. The limit of detection for the
blood lead analyses is <0.6 ug/DL (<0.03 umol/L). The range of
the means at 6-month age intervals for children with blood lead
levels of =10 pg/dL (0.48 pmol/L) was 13.6 ug/dL (0.66 pmol/L)
at 6 to 12 months to 18.2 pg/dL (0.88 pumol/L) at 36 to 42 months.
The range of the means at 6-month age intervals for children with
blood lead levels <10 pg/dL (0.48 pmol/L) was 43 pg/dL (0.21
umol/L) at 6 to 12 months to 5.9 pg/dL (0.29 pmol/L) at 30 to 36
months.
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7.4 ug/dL (0.35 pymol/L). There was no statistically
significant difference in the mean BPb of these white
and non-white children (t = ~1.1, P >.05). The two
groups were therefore combined in the analyses.

Environmental Lead Measures

Mean lead levels measured in soil, house dust,
drinking water, and paint of the houses are given in
Table 3. The majority of houses in this study were
built between 1900 and 1960. The lead levels in the
paint of many houses reflect the use of leaded paint
during that period.

Soil

The mean soil lead level for the 338 analyzed com-
posite soil samples from partidpant yards was 449
ppm (mg/kg) with a range of 37 to 3010 ppm (mg/kg)
(Table 3). The concentration of lead in 39 split soil
samples ranged from 106 to 1610 ppm (mg/kg). The
average difference between the pri and the dupli-

cate sample was 89 ppm (mg/kg), not a statistically
significant difference.

Dust

Lead levels for 334 house dust samples are given
in Table 3. Blood lead levels of children under 6
years of age were highly correlated with the lead
dust load (the concentration of lead in dust/m? of
area vacuumed) (r = 0.42, P < .0001).

Drinking Water :

Lead in drinking water from 336 households was
below the limit of detection of 2 ppb (ug/L) in 62% of
the samples and 97% of the samples had levels below
15 ppb (pg/L), the present EPA action level In 13
instances, levels of lead in drinking water were
higher with a range of 15.4 to 95.5 ppb (pug/L). None
of the study participants using this water had ele-
vated BPb. The correlation between the log water
measure and log BPb was very low (r = 0.07, NS).

Home Repairs

Among families with children under 6 years of age
whose blood lead levels were <10 pg/dL (0.48 pmol/
L), 192 (48%) had done some repair work on their
house in the last year. In contrast, 44 (63%) of the
families whose children had blood lead levels =10
pg/dL (0.48 umol/L) had done some repair work on
their house in the year before the study, a statistically
significant difference (P < .02). The information was
missing for 17 households.

Factors Associated With Blood Lead Levels

At the univariate level the following factors were
positively correlated (P < .01) with an increase in the
BPb of children <6 years old: dust lead load and
concentration; composite soil lead; cigarettes smoked
in the house per day; hours cf outdoor play; baths
per week; indoor paint lead; and number of smokers
in household. The BPb were negatively correlated
(P < .01) with parents’ education, distance from the
closed smelter, and parents’ income. The BPb in chil-
dren <6 years old were likely to be higher when their
residence was in poor condition, lacked air condi-



TABLLE 3.

Lead in Environmental Samples: Dry Soil Composite, Dust, Water, and Paint

Environmental Sample N Mean Lead Minimum Maximum Standard Deviation
Soil (mg/kg: ppm) 338 449 37 3010 420
Dust by weight (mg/kg; ppm) 334 1299 52 71000 5239
Dust by surface (ug/m?)* 331 956 1.6 58 800 4722
Tap water (ug/L; ppb) 336 34 <2 96 8
[ndoor paint (mg/cm?)f 337 1.2 0 10.4 1.6
Outdoor paint (mg/cm?t 345 53 0 31.2 6.4

* The “dust lead load” was calculated by dividing the dust sample weight by the surface area vacuumed and multiplying this
ratio by the dust lead concentration. Surface area was not recorded for three samples.
t The paint values represent means for 18 indoor and 9 to 12 outside readings. Readings of zero were included in the calculations.

tioning, was rented, was under repair during the last
year, and was older (P < .01).

In addition to univariate associations to BPb, many
of these factors were significantly (P < .01) correlated
and associated with each other. For example, soil
lead levels were positively correlated with dust lead
load; indoor lead paint; cigarettes smoked in the
house; and the age of the home. As parents’ educa-
tion and income improved children were more likely
to have significantly (P < .01) lower BPb. Lead in soil
was significantly and positively associated with rent-
ing versus owning; absence of air conditioning and a
poor rating of the “condition of the house.”

Condition of the house was significantly and pos-
itively associated with the number of cigarettes
smoked in the house, indoor and outdoor paint lead,
soil lead, water lead, and dust lead (P < .01).

Distance to the closed smelter was correlated with
several factors in_addition to BPb. The older houses
were located closbr to the smelter. As distance from
the smelter increased, home ownership increased
and lead in house dust decreased. The number of
houses with air conditioning increased and the con-
dition of the houses improved. Number of cigarettes
smoked and the number of smokers per house, cor-
related negatively with distance from the smelter.
Income and education of the parents improved with
distance from the smelter. Thus, distance from the
smelter ‘was strongly associated with sociceconomic
factors which may have contributed to the variation
seen in BPb levels.

Multivariate Analysis

Multivariate analyses were conducted to deter-
mine the independent influente of environmental
measures, and demographic and socioeconomic fac-
tors on BPb in children <6 years of age. However,
BPb, while not well accounted for by any set of
variables in this study, was significantly associated
with more than a dozen study factors. The interpre-
tation of these associations is complicated, because
most of the variables associated with BPb are also
associated with one another.

Lead in tap water, house paint lead, recent repair
work, and building condition accounted for 12% of
the BPb variance (adjusted R* = 0.12). When com-
posite soil lead measures were added, the adjusted
R? increased slightly to an adjusted R? = 0.15. Thus,
only 3% of the variance in BPb observed in this
population was accounted for by soil lead. The con-
tribution of dust lead was assessed by multiple re-
gression of BPb with log dust lead load, and demo-

graphic and behavioral variables. The R? for all
factors was equal to 0.37. The log dust lead load if
taken alone accounted for about half of that variance
(R* = 0.18).

Indoor and outdoor paint lead, and the condition
of the building, accounted for 26% of the variance in
dust lead. When the composite soil data were;added,
R? increased to 0.32, an increase of 6% in dust lead
variance. Thus, paint lead and building condition
accounted for about four times as much variance in
dust lead as soil lead.

DISCUSSION

Children under 6 years of age ingest lead primarily
through dust, but they may also ingest lead-contain-
ing paint chips and soil. In addition, children will be
exposed to lead through food, water, and air. How
much lead a child will receive from these various

. sources depends on behavioral variables and the

child’s nutrition.”

A general decrease in BPb observed in the United
States pediatric population in recent years’® has re-
sulted from the decreased use of leaded gasoline and
concomitant lower air lead levels.® Lead in food has
also been reduced.? In spite of high lead levels in soil
and in indoor and outdoor paint, many children in
our study also had very low BPb. Even the group
with elevated BPb had mean BPb levels that 20 years
ago were representative of small children of the gen-
eral population and were mostly below the CDC
level of concern of 25 ng/dL (1.21 pmol/L) in effect
until October 1991.

Condition of the house, lead in paint, lead in dust,
lead in soil, smoking of the parents, proximity to the
closed smelter, education and income of the parents,
and behavioral factors of the children predicted BPb
in young children. Only about 37% of the variance
could be accounted by the variables investigated in
this study. Of the 37%, lead from soil made a very
minor contribution, (an upper boundary of 3% of the
variance) while the “condition of the house” and the
amount of lead in paint were responsible for 11% of
the variance. Weitzman et al.'® recently demon-
strated that removal of lead-contaminated soil
around homes and interior loose paint removal re-
sulted in a modest mean blood lead level decline of
2.44 pg/dL (0.12 pmol/L) within an 11-month period
in children <6 years of age. Since the decline was so
small, the authors stated that removing lead-contam-
inated soil is not a useful clinical intervention for the
majority of urban children. Our results support these
findings. Our data show that elevated BPb is encoun-
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tered in poorly maintained houses with high lead
paint, lead dust, and lead soil values. Simply corre-
lating BPb to individual environmental sources (e.g.,
soil) is a misrepresentation of the data. Overall, the
environmental lead measures per se did not account
for most of the variation in BPb of the children. Other
variables such as the “condition of the house” and
housekeeping practices played a major role.

Improving the condition of homes and educating
the parents and caretakers about personal hygiene
such as washing hands and cutting fingernails short,
house cleaning, and pathways of lead exposure ap-
pear to be effective in reducing slightly elevated BPb
and should be studied further.!

Most of the important variables such as education
and income of the parents, behavior, smoking, air con-
ditioning, lead in paint, soil, and house dust were all
highly correlated. Thus, correlations, ¢ tests, and chi-
square tests, if taken out of context, would be mislead-
ing. Very small, but statistically significant, differences
of a few percent of the variance contributing to BPb are
not of any apparent clinical importance. We attempted
to determine by step-wise regression of 22 variables the
overall contribution of these variables to lead exposure.
However, as some variables were added to the analy-
ses, other variables dropped out, and variables that had
previously dropped out were in the regression again.
This suggested that some variables were proxies for
other variables and did not represent a meanin,
contribution to the overall exposure of small children.

Multiple regression modeling of the relationship
between soil lead and blodd lead permits statistical
control of potential confounders. However, statistical
adjustment for possible confounding may result in
“over-control,” incorrectly eliminating true effects of
the adjusted variable. For instance, house dust lead is
a composite of paint and soil lead. Statistical control
of the relationship of soil and blood lead for the effect
of confounding by house dust lead could result in
overadjustment. Furthermore, the mechanism relat-
ing blood and soil lead to such potential confounders
as education, income, cigarette smoking, air condi-
tioning, and home ownership is not well understood.
We have, therefore, taken a cautious approach to
statistical adjustment for possible confounding.

Parental cigarette smoking was positively correlated
with BPb in young children. Other authors have re-
ported that environmental tobacco smoke may contrib-
ute to BPb.!? However, cigarette smoking also corre-
lated with other BPb predictors. Furthermore, the
number of cigarettes smoked per day and the number
of smokers per household did not correlate with lead in
house dust. The lack of an assodation between ciga-
rettes and lead in house dust has also been reported by
Willers et al.3" Cigarette smoking was most likely a
proxy for other risk factors for lead exposure such as
education and sodioeconomic status.

In conclusion, indiscriminate removal of leaded
paint and soil in residential areas may have little or
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no pmcnc.ll benefit. A more targeted approach in
which the condition of the houses, sociceconomic,
and behavioral variables are also considered should
prove more useful and realistic. Education of parents
about pathways of exposure, consistent and ade-
quate removal of house dust (cleaning), personal
hygiene and good nutrition are important additional
measures to reduce lead exposure in children."
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. Introduction:

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the
opportuni;y to appear before you today to discuss the cleanup of National Priorities
List (NPL) sites under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Comper;sation.
ar;d Liability Act (S-up'erfund). [ will bfieﬂy discuss how Supérfund cleanup
decisions ai'e made and the reforms supported by this Administratioﬁ to .improve

the cleanup process.

The Remedy Selection Process

The remedy selection process is probably t.he.most challenging job the EPA
must perform under thé Superfund prograﬁ‘n. The Agency mu'st first perform the
careful assessment of the nature and extent of the contamination, as well as, the
current and potential risks poséd to human heg!,th and the environment. After -
asseséiné the risks posed by the site,. EPA determines whether clean;.up is |
warranted and, if so, develops and evaluates alternative cleanup apprdaches to

manage the risk. Finally, EPA must make a decision as to the approach for a given



site, balancing the concerns of the community, state and local governments,
expenditure of public funds, and the limits of science and technalogy to correct
past contamination. This process is described in the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Contingency Plan published in the Federal Register on March 8, 1990.

To speed the pace of the remedial process the Agéncy developed the
Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM) in 13932. While removal authorities o
have always been used to address the immediate public health threats at NPL sites,
under this approach removal authorities are initiated more quickly, often before the
remedial investigation has begun.}providing immediate risk reduction and providing
a basis for remedial éctions; which will address long-term risks. To date, we have
initiated 1255 removal actions at NPL sites.

EPA is alsa cohducting expanded site assessments early in the remedial
process. This leads to a more efficient detailed site characterization, the remedial
.investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS). At this stage EPA assesses, through the
baseline risk assessment, what contaminants are presént, the magnitude and
extent of the contamination, the current and potential risks to the surrounding
community, human health and the environment, and evaluates the effectiveness of
various cleanup methods for that particqlar site. In the remedial investigations (Rl)

stage, an evaluation of past activities at the site leads to sampling and laboratory

s
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analyses to determine the.contaminants of concern and the extent to which the
soil, air, surface water and groundwater and perhaps people, fish, food, or fodder

are contaminated. The remedial investigation is the point at which the baseline risk



assessment is conducted for each NPL site. As described in the Nationa!l
Contingency Plan (NCP), the baseline risk assessment should “characterize the
current and potential threats to human heaith and the environment that may be
posed by contaminants migrating to groundwater or surface water, releasing to air,
leaching through soil, remaining in the soil and bioaccumulating in the food chain.”
Prior to 1990, Superfund risk assessments relied heavily on the “worst case

scenario.” This is no longer the case. We now use guidance for risk assessments
that employs site-specific informétion on contaminant concentrations, exposure
pathways and land use. The EPA’s Science Advisory Board has critically reviewed
this guidance and found |t to be sound. This guidance makes today’s Superfund
risk assessments more realistic than those conducted earlier in the program. In
addition to calculating centraj tendency determinations required in several of the
pending risk assessment bills, EPA’s current risk assessment process also
considers other factors in order to protect' most individuals.near Superfund sites.
Reliance solely on the central tendency or average exposures to set cleanup levels
may underestimate risk for up to half of all exposed jndividual;.

- The human health portion of Superfund risk assessment is conducted as
outlined in-EPA’s Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfz'md, Volume [, Human

Health Evaluation Manual Part A.” Land use is taken into account to determine

4
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exposure pathways, and combined with site specific data on chemical

-

concentrations to estimate human health exposures at a site. These exposure

estimates are then combined with chemical toxicity data available from EPA’s



Office of Research and Development to estimate site-specific cancer and non-
cancer risks. Volume [l of the Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund,
Environmental Evaluation Manual provides guidance for conduc_ting the
environmental portion of the basealine risk assessment.

The baseline risk assessment also helps establish preliminary cleanup goals
for the site that are protective of human health and the environment. If cleanup is *
required, EPA then conducts a feasibility study (FS) in which several cleanup
proposals are developed to attain the preliminary cleanup goals and a no action
alternative is reviewed. Each alternative is then evaluated against nine criteria.
These nine criteria, as described in thé NCP, are presented in three categories —
threshold; balanéing, and modifying. The two threshold criteria are: first,
protection of public health and the environment; and, second, compliance with
applicable or relevant and abpropriate requirements (ARARs) of other federal and
state laws which has led to requirements for more stringent cleanups at many
sites. There are five balancing criteria which are weighed or balanced against one
another and inciude Iong-_temi gffectivenes_s and perhanence; reduction in toxicity,
mobility or volume achieved thro(:gh‘ treatment; short-term effectiveness;
implementability; and, cost. The final two criteria are modifying criteria — state

acceptance and community acceptance. N

’
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~ After. evaluating the alternative cleanup approaches using these nine criteria,
the Agency finally solicits public comment on a proposed plan. The proposed ‘

remedy must fulfill the statutory requirements to protect human health and the
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environment, comply with ARARs (or invoke a waiver), be cast-effective and utilize
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Upon full consideration and
response to all public comments, the Agency issues its cleanup decision in a
Record of Decision (ROD). Where the preference to use treatment as a principle
element has not been met, the reasons nius_t be explained. EPA expects, and
review of RODs to date shows, that we will treat at some sites, manage wastes . at
some sites, andA at many sites we do both. EPA has signed over 1500 Records of
Decision establishing the cleanup levels and technologies necessary to protect ‘
public health and t'he envirbnment. All cleanup construction has been completed at

292 NPL sites and partial cleanups have been completed at an additional 489 sites.

Improvehents to the Remedy Selection Prbcess

Critics of the Superfund cleanup process have claimed that Superfund sites
pose an insignificant human health risk, the cost of cleanup is too expensive, and
the pace of cleanup is too slow.

As stated by Administrator Browner before this Schommittée on March
16th and as you will hear from Dr.A Barry Johnson from ATSDR, Superfund sites do

pose significant risk to public health and the environment. Recent analysis of risk

, -~
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data from a sample of about 200 Superfund sites shows that risk levels at more
than 80 percent of the sites exceeded either an individual cancer risk level of 1 in

10,000 or a noncancer hazard index value greater than 1. While patential future
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risks are generally higher than current risks, this data shows that about one third of-
the sites have a current risk of at least 10 or a hazard index of 1. The methods of
determining these risk levels are not worst case but reasonable estimates of thouse
individuals that are likely to have the highest exposures. This infarmation supports
the need for action to protect the public from risks at Superfund sites.

One example of our efforts to improve the assessment of health and
environmental hazards was to revise the Hazard Ranking System, whic‘h is used to
help screen sites for inclusion on the NPL. The revised HRS places an emphasis on
sites with actual exposure to humans and sensitive environments. Of the sites that‘
have been propased for addition to the National Priorities List (NPL) using the
revised Hazard Ranking Systerﬁ (since 1991), 80 percent show that there is past or
current exposure to either humans or sensitive environments. We believe that
these changes help to better identify those sites posing the greatest risks to heaith
and the environment.

As the Administration recently reported to you, this year the Agency has
launched a series of administrative refo:ms to improve the Superfund program.
Some of these reforms are designed to make the.cleanup process, inciuding
remedy selection, more efficient. Many of thé legislative reforms offered by the

Administration last year also address these concerns. However, we urge

4 N
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Congress to make the changes in the law that the reauthorization stakeholders

coalition and this subcommittee developed last year.



The Administration supports consideration of reasonably anticipated future
land uses early in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS} process and '
before cleanup decisions are made to help determine the appropriate level of
cleanup. The Agency, as a matter of policy, considers future land use under the
present remedy selection process. However, it supports a Statutou'y requirement
for early consideration of reasonébly anticipated future land use to guide
development of appropriate cleanup levels and remedy alternatives. Critical to this
consideration, however, should be the early consultation and involvement of locél
}communities,espe.cially those residents living élosest to the site.

The Administration éupports clarifying the cleanup objectives for Superfund
by requiring the establishment of national goals for the protection of human health
and the environment. These goals would include a single numeric level for
carcinogens, a single numeric level for non-éarcinogens and a narrative goal for
environmental risks. The purpose of the national goals was to promote consistent
and equivalent protection of human health and the environment from the risks
posed by Superfund sites in terms that can be more clearly understood by. the
public. The goals would be considered at all sites and met, unless achievement
would be technically infeasible or unreasonably costly.

We support the establishment of a national Superfund risk protocol to govern

’, -~
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the development and use of risk assessments in the Superfund program. The
protocol would have governed baseline risk assessments which determine whether

cleanup is needed, and help develop cleanup levels, and the analysis of risks that
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may be posed by implementation of a particular cleanup alternative. The National
Risk Protocol would promote realistic estimates that neither minimize nor
exaggerate the risks posed by a Superfund site. The risk protocol used in
conjunction with the nation;l goals was intended to create greater consistency and
-clarity in the ways risks are estimated and to provide greater understanding of how
they -are used-to ensure protéction.

We also sought reform of the remedy selection pracess through elimination

'of the mandate for permanent solutions, narrowing the preference for treatment to
“hot spots” within a site, providing for greater consideration of cost in cleanup
decision making, and eliminating the requirement to attain relevant and appropriate
requirements of other laws. Based on last year's data, we estimated that these
reforms would have resuited in cleanup costs savings of 19% to 25%, and saved
private parties nearly $400 miilion a year.

The elimination of the statutory mandate for permanent solutions should be
replaced with a requirement to address long-term reliability. This would provide
EPA with the impetus to select durable remedies, but enables the consideration of
other factors such as community acceptance of the remedy, the reasonableness of
its cost, and the availability of other treatment technologies. The current statutory

preference for treatment shouid be limited to “hot spots”. This wauld avoid costly

’
—

treatment of large volumes of low level caontamination and ensure that the most
contaminated areas at sites and other areas where contamination could not be

contained safely would receive treatment.
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Tﬁe appropriate remedy, under this new approach, would be determined on a
site-specific basis by applying five remedy selection criteria. An appropriate
remedy that is protective of human heaith and the environment would be
determined by considering the remedy’s effectiveness; its long-term reliability; the
risk posed by the remedy to the commun‘ity, cleanup \&orge(s; .and the
envirqnment; the acceptability of the remedy to the affected community; and, the
reasonablenésé of cost in relation to the other factors just.mentioned.

This restructurgd criteria fér remedy selection wiill stfeamline the decision
making process, provide elevated consideration of cost, and increase the role of the
local community. As a résult, cost would be placed on an equal footing with
. effectiveness, community 'acceptance, long-term reliability and short-term
implementation concerns. Under these reforms, both cost and community
acceptance woqld have a greatei role in remedy selection than they do under
current law.

The Administration continues to support the goal of protecting the nation’s
valuable groundwater resources from contamination from Superfund sites.
Currently, one out of two cifizens get their ‘drinking water from groundwater
aquifers. The concerns expressed regarding groundwater restoration center on the

difficulty in achieving cleanup and the cost of that cleanup. The reforms we

-
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support would have addressed these concerns.
When developing ground water remedies, cost would have been considered

in several ways: First, cost is a factor in determining whether it is impracticable to
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remediate; second, unreasonable cost is a reason to achieve a lesser level of
cleanup where concentrations are low; and finally, reasonableness of cost is a
specific factor to be considered in remedy selection.

While continuing to striv_e .for.restoration of contaminated groundwatér to its
beneficial use where tgchnplogipally feasible, we have established policy and would

‘support sfatutorv revisions that consider the difficulties of achieving complete %
cleanup of contaminants such as Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLs). [n
addition, the Administration supported, last year, consideration of the time f‘rar_ne in
which groundwater would likely be used for drinking water development and

designed the cleanup accordingly. This approach plso acknowledged the use of
containment and natural attenuation where appropriate.

We support the goal of returning contaminated ground waters to their
beneficial use and avoid passing on a 'Iegacy of hazardous waste contamination to
future generations. If we were to focu's‘ only on containment, we must also factor
in the costs of maintaining these systems. Anaother consideration is a recognition
that much of the hazardous waste contamination to ground water is unlikely to
attenuate over time. We also want to continue to e-ncourage ‘development of
innovative cleanup technologies to address this contamination. And, without

restoration of ground water where it is technically feasible, we run the risk of

’
e

seriously limiting economic develapment in the West and economic redevelopment

of many communities across the U.S.
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Finally, the statutory requirement that remedies attain “applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements” (ARARs) should be modified. The “refevant and
appropriaté" element in the requirement should be eliminated and only those
standards directly applicablie to cleanups should be used at sites. At present,
ARARs are often found to increase the cost of cleanup, create additional delay and
require compliance with laws that have little to do with the level of cleanup
required. Thus, this reform would result in the elimination of the many additional
conditions on Superfund remedies presently imposed that drive up the cost of .

cleanup.

Other Issues '

Many of the same concerns with the cést and speed of Superfund cleanup
that led to the Superfund Reform Act are being éddressed by Congvress in unrelated
Iegislétion that may lead to undesirable consequences. Specifically, H.R. 1022, the
"Risk Assesément and Cost-Benefit Act of 1995," réquires the selection of the
least-cost remedy for cleanup actions based on an incremental cost benefit test.
While it is important to elevate the role of cost in rehedv selection, under the
provisions of H.R. 1022, incremental cost-benefit.analysis becomes the primary

remedy selection criterion, potentially superseding other remedy selection criteria

~
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including the protection of human health or the environment, or the preferences of

1

affected citizens. This bill appears to preempt state requirements, even those

directly applicable to cleanup of hazardous waste sites, unless they meet the
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incrementa! cost-benefit standard. As a result, effective remedies which protect
human health and the environment and‘ are acceptable to the community could be
rejected in favor of remedies that lteave significant portions of the population
unprotected, that are unacceptable to communities adjacent to Superfund sites,
that aliow fhe spread of contaminated ground water, and that leave contaminated
sites as a blight on communities for the future.

We are also aware that the Committee is interested in making sure that’
radioactively contaminated sites are addressed appropriately by the Agency. |
would like to assure you that the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response is
working closely with the Office of Radiation and Indoar Air to devélop an overall
regulatory approach to address the risk to people and the environment from these
sites. |

Finally, EPA recently receivéd a March 30 request from this Committee on
lead issues. You have our responses to these questioﬁs. However, | would like to
take this opportunity to highlight a few key points.

EPA’s approach to addressing soil lead contamination at Superfund sites is
described in an OSWER Direcfive issued on July 14, 1994 (Revised Interim Soil
Lead Guidance for CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities). This

Directive promotes the use of better science as well as increased consistency in

4
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EPA’s assessment and management of lead risks. [t recommends a risk-based
screening level of 400 ppm for lead in sail for residential land use, describes how

to develop site-specific preliminary remediation goals or media cleanup standards at
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Superfund and RCRA sites, and describes a plan for sail lead cleanup at Superfund
and RCRA sites that have multiple saurces of lead. It recommends the use of thé
Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic (IEUBK) Maodel to evaluate potential risks to
children from environmental exposures to lead at hazardous waste sites in
residential settings.

The IEUBK model is designed to consider site-specific information in
estimating the overall exposure of children to‘.various environmental gources of
lead. By identifying the range and magnitude of lead sources at a given site, risk
managers are better able to determine wﬁich source or exposure control actions
might address the greateét lead risks. The modél was developed in a cross-Agency
i effort to build the best available information on the effects of lead in. humans into a
state-of-the-art risk assessment tool. The EPA’s Science Advisory Board in an
early review of this tool stated that the model "represents an important_ advance in
assessing biologic;. response to and potential heaith risk.s from environmental
contaminants” and enc'ouraged the Agency to consider development of similar tools
for other contaminants. As a result of comment by the Science Advisory Board

N

and others, EPA is working to validate the fEUPK model and to have the results

peer reviewed.

Some have argued that the Agency should base its decisions about the need

’ aad
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for cleanup on blood lead data. The Directive recommends the use of all available
data, including blood lead data, in assessing lead-related risks. However, the

Science Advisory Board cautions that blood lead data must be evaluated carefully.
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Among other factors, for example, small sample size and seasonal or other
temporary variations in the behavior of cﬁildren can affect measured blood leads in
siteiresidents. By the time lead shows up in blood analysis, harm to children may
have already occurred. We suppo& the Science Advisory Board recommendation
that blood lead levels should NOT be used alone to estimate site risks.

Some critics have argued that mining site soils represent a lesser threat than ~
soils from other types of sites because of their low "bioavailability.” This
"bioavailability” can depend both on soil particle size and the solubility of the |ead
species present. The Agency agrees that soil lead bioavailability is an important
consideration in evaluating lead risks. HoWever, most sites are not easily divided
into groups of high or I6w bioavailability. For example, many mining site-s have
experienced other types of milling or smelting activities that could greatly influence
the soil types and thus the bioavailability of soil or housedust in a community.
However, in some cases, site-specific bioavailability studies may be desirable, if for
example potential cleanup costs are estimated to be large.

Your recent request of EPA for information on lead issues also implies a
concern that EPA has not been forthcoming in sharing the results of the "Three

City Lead Study,” a group of three studies conducted to evaluate the impact of soil

lead abatemeant on blood lead levels in children in urban environments. In fact, the

’
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results of this study have been discussed in several peer review meetings that were
open to the public and in final reports that are available to the public. Reports of

the individual cities underwent expert peer review, and the resulits of the three
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.cities combined were discussed in a draft EPA Integrated Report that was peer
reviewed in a public workshop in August, 1993. [n response to additional requeéts
for analyses by peer reviewers, the Agency’s Office of Research and Development
(DRD) is currently conductjhg further analyses which it expects to complete in
August, 1995. The final report will be published after completion of the peer
‘review process. We are working to condense the schedule as much as possible
while including the neceséary peer review steps. If the peer review results in no
additional need for analyses, the report will be released in final form in January,
1996. At about the same time, the Agency plans to release the broader database
associated with the study so that others. can conduct their own analyses.

. Preliminary findings indicate that: (a) interrupting the pathways by which children
are exposed to lead-laden dusts reduces blood lead levels; (b) abatement of soil in
areas of initially high soil lead levels does, in fact, reduce blood lead |eve|§: and (c)
~ abatement of soil lead where levels were initially near the OSWER soil screening

level may have little impact on blood lead levels.

Conclusion
In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, reforms to the remedy selection process; as |

have just outlined, would greatly enhance Superfund .cleanups at significant cost
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savings to both the pUblic and the private sectors. These reforms were supported
by a broad range of stakeholders last year and represent a substantial restructuring

of . the Superfund cleanup process. We are eager to work with this committee to
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craft legislative sotutions to many of the flaws we have identified within the statute
itself. The development of national goals and the establishment of a national risk
protocol, the eliminétion of costly provisions for permaneht solutions and
requirements faor compliance with non-c!eanup related provisions of other laws, and
“efforts to reduce costs in the p(pgrétil while increasiﬁg the opportunity for
community involverﬁent suggest ways to provide the American people with a
Superfunﬂ progra.m that is efficient and that effectively protects our nation’s ﬁealth

and the environment.

Thank you for the opportunity to address this Subcommittee. | will be

pleased to answer any questions ihag you might have. -



